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Duplex  libelli  dos  est :  quod  risum  movet, 

Et  quod  vitam  monet.  Phosd. 

Let  the  righteous  smite  tne  friendly,  and  reprove  me  : 
But  let  not  their  precious  balms  break  my  head. 

David. 

— Frenzy  to  their  hearts  was  given, 

To  speak  the  malison  of  heaven.  Campbell. 


/ 


BROOKLYN: 

PRINTED  BY  THOMAS  KIRK. 
I8II0 


^ 


judges  righteous  judgement :  such  a  censure  as  this  cannot 
be  bound  in  heaven."  But  when  a  stattr  of  things  arrives 
which  could  not  have  been  anticipated  ;  when  subjects  of 
compudnt  are  accumulating  v/ithout  end  ;  when  new  acts 
of  oppression  grow  out  of  former  attempts  at  despotism  ; 
when  the  very  garb  of  decency  is  laid  aside,  and  tyranny 
stalks  abroad  without  disguise  ;  when  every  prescribed 
mode  of  redress  has  been  tried  in  vain ;  then,  I  humbly 
conceive,  we  have  reached  the  point  at  which  longer  for- 
bearance would  be  criminal,  and  a  deviation  from  the 
established  rule  is  imperiously  demanded.  "  The  once 
famous  controversy  on  passive  obedience  and  non-resist- 
ance (observes  an  eminent  modern  divine,*)  seems  now 
in  this  country  to  be  pretty  much  over.  When  power, 
tvherever  lodged^  comes  to  be  exercised  in  a  manifestly 
tyrannical  manner,  the  party  oppressed  may  certainly  resist 
it  :  to  deny  this  inherent  right  in  every  man  is  to  establish 
injustice  and  tyranny,  and  to  leave  a  good  citizen  as  a 
tame  prey  to  the  ambition  of  others/'  If  resistance  be 
justifinble  when  every  avenue  to  redress  is  barred  up,  (and 
where  is  the  man  in  this  country  who  will  controvert  the 
doctiine  ?)  can  it  be  improper  for  one,  who  is  groaning 
under  a  load  of  oppression,  to  pour  out  his  complaints 
before  the  public,  to  excite  their  sympathy,  and  to  prevent 
as  much  as  in  him  lies  a  recurrence  of  similar  outrages  ? 
Were  I  allowed  to  judge  of  my  own  heart,  I  would  boldly 
assert,  \hat  I  am  the  last  man  in  the  world  who  could 
take  pleasure  in  exposing  the  nakedness  of  the  land  ;  in 
lifting  the  robe  and  thereby  disclosing  the  defbrmities  of 
any  member  of  our  church.  But  concealment  is  now  no 
longer  practicable  ;  the  doors  have  already  been  thrown 
open  ;  the  curtain  has  been  raised  ;  the  public  have  been 
invited  to  survey  all  that  is  passing  behind  the  scenes  ;  the 
dressing  room  will  be  ransacked  ;  every  mask  and  garb 
will  be  turned  inside  out  ;  every  crevice  of  the  building 
explored ;  every  stage  trick  detected  ;  and  I  much  doubt 
if  the  uproar  will  cease,  until  some  of  the  managers  aiid 
principal  actors  be  driven  irciva  the  boards. 
■  But,  much  as  I  deplort-  the  present  evil,  I  foresee  that 
good  will  result  from  it  :  ambitious  .rscn  wili  b'r  deterred 
Cor  some  time  to  comi^  from  d!»Dlaving  that  furious  "last- 

""■  •    Witherspoon 
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of  power"  which  has  excited  such  a  commotion  in  the  dio- 
cese ;  and  the  Park  may,  for  some  years,  be  exempt  from 
the  disgrace  of  being  converted  into  a  second  Smithfield, 
for  the  good  of  the  church  and  for  the  glory  of  God. 

I  should  not  have  hazarded  an  attempt  to  justify  an  ap- 
peal to  the  public  in  a  case  of  this  nature,  had  I  not  been 
assured  that  several  lay-members  of  our  church,  distin- 
guished by  their  station  iu  society,  their  influence,  their 
talents,  their  piety,  and  their  firm  attachment  to  our  doc- 
trines and  discipline,  concur  with  me  in  sentiment  on  this 
subject.  I  regarded  the  opinions  of  those  clerical  gentle^ 
men,  with  whom  I  am  in  the  habit  of  conversing,  with  a 
jealous  eye,  lest  they  might  have  some  interest  in  their 
decision  :  but  neither  the  sincerity  nor  the  judgement  of 
those  disinterested  hy-gentlemen,  to  whom  I  allude,  can 
be  questioned. 

Let  it  not  be  supposed,  because  I  have  adopted  the  title 
of  a  noted  pamphlet  now  current  through  the  diocese, 
th^t  I  have  any  connection  with  either  that  performance 
or  its  author.  Mr.  Jones  was  too  long  and  too  actively 
engaged  in  that  system  of  proscription,  which  he  now  so 
loudly  condemns,  to  have  inspired  me  with  any  respect 
for  his  late  character  or  conduct.  Too  often  have  I  wit- 
nessed with  pity  and  surprise,  his  amazing  ductility  and 
malleability  :  too  often  have  I  seen  him,  red  hot,  under  the 
hammer  of  our  ecclesiastical  Vulcan,  delighted  with  the 
sparks  which  issued  at  each  stroke,  and  seemingly  un- 
conscious that  every  scintillation  contributed  to  the  dimi- 
nution of  his  weight.  His  deportment  towards  myself 
in  particular,  previously  to  and  during  my  trial,  was  not 
merely  reprehensible  ;  it  was  so  excessively  indecent  as  to 
have  excited  the  indignation  and  disgust  of  many.^'  I 
am  unwilling,  however,  to  indulge  any  unnecessary  re- 
sentment towards  him:  he  has  manifested  signs  of  con- 
trition ;  he  has  departed  from  the  tents  of  his  former 
ungodly  assccmtes;  he  has  developed  sc^ii?  of  their  stra- 

*  It  is  exclusively  owing  to  Mr.  Jones's  pamphlet  and  Dr.  Ho- 
hart's  reply,  that  I  am  thus  compelled  to  obtrude  myself  on  public 
notice.  A  reluctance  to  hazard  the  peace  of  the  church  had  hith- 
erto deterred  me  from  taking  this  step  ;  but  were  I  noio  to  keep 
silence,  those  who  are  strangers  to  my  real  character  might  be  in- 
duced to  believe,  that  I  am  indeed  such  "  a  wretch"  as  a  certain 
-everend  ruffian  represents  me  to  be- 


tagems  and  intrigues  ;  and  he  has,  perhaps,  smarted  suf- 
ficiendy  for  the  acts  of  violence  in  which  he  was  so  re- 
cently engaged.  "  Fas  est  et  ab  hoste  doceri :"  let  Mr. 
Jones  then  take  advice  from  one  to  whose  injury  he  has 
contributed  no  small  share; — never  to  lose  sight  of  that 
inestimable  rule  "  do  unto  others  as  you  would  have  others 
do  unto  you ;" — never  to  go  with  the  multitude  to  do 
evil  ;  and  whenever  his  indignation  rises  against  the  puny 
oppressors  of  the  day,  to  remember  the  passage  "  Quo- 
rum pars  magna  feci.'' 

This  gentleman's  pamphlet  is  generally  considered, 
with  respect  to  its  construction,  as  a  contemptible  per- 
formance :  but  I  cannot,  injustice,  admit  that  it  is 
wholly  devoid  of  merit.  It  furnishes,  for  instance  a 
further  proof  (as  if  further  proof  were  necessary)  of 
the  truth  of  the  poet's  remark 

"Nee  quemquam  jam  ferre  potest  Caesarvepriorem 
Pomp^iusve  parem." 

that  two  ambitious  men,  having  the  same  object  in  view, 
cannot  long  live  together  in  harmony  ;  it  serves  to  shew 
that  men  of  unsanctified  tempers  cannot  be  restrained, 
even  by  the  solemnity  of  a  funeral,  or  during  the  sacred 
services  of  th«;  Altar,  from  betraying  the  ungodly  emo- 
tions of  their  hearts  :  it  serves,  above  all,  as  a  "■  lengthy" 
peg,  on  which  the  Rev.  Mr.  Feltus  has  hung  up  to  the 
public  gaze  a  half-length*  portrait  of  a  Right  Rev. 
Father  ik  God.  Gracious  heaven,  how  my  hand  trem- 
bles while  it  traces  these  last  awful  words  ! 

It  will  be  observed  that  I  have,  as  usual,  prefixed  to  my 
name  the  title  of  Reverend.  This  I  feel  myself  justified 
in  doing  for  several  reasons.  It  will  not  be  denied  that 
a  bishop  may  commit  an  unjust  act :  "  it  is  possible"  (says 
Potttr)  "  for  one  to  be  excommunicated  from  the  church's 
outward  communion,  and  at  the  same  time  to  maintain  an 
iminterrupted  communion  with  Christ;  which  is  the  case 
of  dl  those  who  are  unjustly  excommunicated."  Nor  will 
it  be  denied  that  an  unjust  act,  an  act  which  is  committed 
even  by  an  authorised  bishop   in  direct  violation  of  the 

*  The  remainder  of  the  picture  is  said  to  be  under  the  pencil  of 
the  same  masterly  painter 


letter  and  spirit  of  the  gospel,  fails  to  be  binding  in  the  court 
above  :  "  such  an  act"  (says  Burnett)  "  can  not  be  bound  in 
heaven."  Precisely  such  is  the  nature  of  the  transaction 
whi -h  I  shall  proceed  to  detail  in  the  sequel. 

The  late  proceedings  against  mc  were  in  direct  violation 
of  the  letter  of  the  gospel. 

The  mode  of  proceeding  against  an  offender,  prescrib- 
ed by  the  benevolent  author  of  our  religion,  is  first  to 
attempt  his  reformation  by  private  admonition^  by  telling 
h  !«  his  fault  between  the  parties  concerned  alone.  Should 
this  gentle  procedure  fail  of  the  desired  effect,  if  it  did 
not  bring  him  to  repentance,  then  was  he  to  be  reproved 
in  a  more  public  manner,  before  two  or  three  witnesses. 
If  this  second  attempt  should  be  equally  unsuccessful,  the 
last  step  was,  to  lodge  a  formal  complaint  against  the  re- 
fractory delinquent  before  the  church.  Neither  of  the 
two  former  attempts  to  reclaim  a  supposed  offender  was 
made  with  respect  to  myself;  neither  admonition  nor 
reproof  (nor  indeed  any  thing  else)  was  ever  tried  ;  but 
resort  was  had  at  once  to  that  measure,  which  Dr.  Potter 
styles  the  last  remedy. 

I  am  fully  aware  that  some  divines  have  regarded  the  fore- 
going directions  of  our  Saviour,  as  referring  exclusively 
to  such  private  differences  as  might  arise  between  individ- 
ual members  of  the  church.  But  I  am  disposed  to  believe 
that  the  weight  of  authority  is  greatly  in  favour  of  the  con- 
trary 9pinion  ;  and  that  whoever  will  read  the  18th  ch.  of 
St.  Matt,  with  a  mind  devoid  of  prejudice  and  partiality, 
will  concur  with  Dr.  Potter  in  the  sentiment — that  "  what 
*'  is  there  said  manifestly  applies  to  something  to  be  done 
"  by  the  churchy  and  not  by  any  private  members  of  it ;  for 
"  'tis  the  chv.rcfi's  sentences  of  binding  and  loosing  which 
"  our  Lord  promiseth  to  ratify  in  heaven,  and  the  prayers 
"  which  he  promiseth  to  answer  are  those  which  the 
"  congregation  makes  in  his  name : — that  from  the  whole 
"  passage  together  it  appears,  that  our  Lord  thereby 
"  instructed  his  church  to  exercise  a  judicial  power  over 
"  its  members  ' — that  this  is  a  manifest  description  of  a 
"  judicial  process ;  he  who  has  been  injured  is  first 
*'  directed  to  tell  the  offender  of  his  fault  privately  be- 
'' tween  themselves;  if  that  have  no  effect,  to  admonish 
"  him  before  witness;  if  this  admonition  also  prove  un 
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^'  successful,  to  complain  to  the  chuixh ;  then,  if  he  neglect 
"  to  hear  the  church,  follows  the  church's  censure  ;  which 
"  being  decreed  by  virtue  of  Christ's  commission,  he 
*'  promiseth  to  ratify  it  in  heaven."  It  may  be  ne.cessary 
to  inform  some  of  my  readers,  that ''  Potter  on  church 
government''  is  a  book  of  the  highest  authority  among 
us;  and  that  every  candidate  for  priest's  orders  is  required, 
previously  to  his  ordination,  to  be  examined  therein.  If 
then  we  may  rely  on  the  judgement  of  such  men  as  Potter, 
Hammond,  and  the  most  celebrated  divines  who  have 
discussed  this  subject,  the  late  proceedings  against  me 
are  invalid,  because  they  were  a  direct  inversion  of  the 
order  prescribed  in  the  written  rule  of  the  gospel.  This 
rule,  it  must  universally  be  admitted,  is  paramount  to  all 
rules,  regulations  and  practices  whatsoever.  "  It  is  not 
"lawful,  say  the  canons,  forthe  church  toordain  any  thing 
"  contrary  to  God's  written  word  :  an  assembly  of  men, 
"whereof  all  be  not  governed  with  the  Spirit  of  God,  may 
"  err,  and  sometimes  have  erred  :  wherefore  things  ordained 
''  by  them  have  neither  strength  nor  authority,  unless  it  be 
"  declared  that  they  are  taken  out  ofthe  holy  scriptures." 

The  proceedings  against  me,  are  no  less  opposed  to  the 
spirit  of  the  gospel. 

Perhaps  I  might  justly  be  charged  with  travelling  out 
ofthe  record,  were  I  here  to  attempt  a  description  of  all  that 
the  genume  spirit  of  our  religion  inculcates.  Let  it  suf- 
fice then  to  say,  that  it  breathes  peace  upon  earth,  good 
will  among  men,  gentleness,  forbearance,  long  suffering, 
moderation,  justice,  readiness  to  forgive  the  offences  of 
our  brethren  ;  in  one  word,  every  thing  that  is  venerable, 
lovely,  and  of  good  report.  Was  any  one  of  these  chris- 
tian virtues  displayed  in  the  late  conduct  of  my  christian 
brethren  towards  me?  Did  they  do  to  me  as  they  would 
wish  others  to  do  unto  them  under  similar  circumstances  ? 
Did  they  once  reflect  that  '•''  the  authority  which  the  Lord 
hath  given  to  his  vicegerents,  was  given  for  edification,  and 
not  for  destruction  ?*'  Did  they  once  consider  that  mercy 
is  more  acceptable  to  the  God  of  mercy,  than  sacrifice  t 
I  will  not  multiply  these  interrogatories,  because  I  feel 
compassion  even  for  my  enemies,  persecutors  and  slan- 
derers ;  and  because  every  such  question  must,  I  know, 
(unless  their  consciences  be  seared  as  with  a  hot  iron,)  go 


like  a  dagger  to  the  heart  of  each  of  them.     I  will  there- 
fore dismiss  them  for  the  present  with  this  assurance,  that 
if,  after  taking  a  serious  retrospect   of  their  conduct  to- 
wards me,    they  can  lay  their  hand  on  their  heart,   and 
solemnly  aver  before  God-^that  they  were  actuated  by  no 
unworthy  motives— that  they  were  as  truly  solicitous  to 
substantiate  my  innocence  as  to  prove  my  guilt — that  for 
their  deportment  previously  to,  during,  and  subsequendy 
to  my  trial,  their  own  consciences  do  not  condemn  them-— 
neither  will  I  condemn  them  :  I  will  endeavour  to  culti- 
vate a  grateful  remembrance  of  those  their  labours    of 
love,  to  correct  my  past  and  present  erroneous  notions  of 
right  and  wrong,  and  to  adopt  the  modern  interpretation 
of  that  apostolical  advice — ^"  Love  as  brethren,  be  pitiful, 
be  courteous.''^     In  the  mean  time,  by  way  of  extenuating 
the  guilt  of  having  entertained,  for  almost  half  a  centui-y, 
mistaken  opinions  of  the  real  design  of  church  discipline, 
.  I  will  subjoin  a  short  extract  from  some  of  those  wicked 
authors,  who  have  contributed  so  egregiously  to  misguide 
me.     "  In  pronouncing  the  censures  of  the  church,"  (says 
Bishop  Burnett  in  his    celebrated  exposition  of  the  arti- 
cles,) "  great  care    and   tenderness  ought   to  be    used  : 
"  nothing  but  a  wilful  obstinacy  in  sin,  and  a  deliberate  con- 
"  tempt  of  the  rules  and  orders  of  the  church,  can  justify 
"  an  extremity,   which,  like  punishments  inflicted  by  the 
"  civil   power,  is  not  to  be   proceeded  to  but  upon  great 
"  occasi  )ns,  roAen  mz/i/er  censures  xvill  not  prevail ;  like  a 
"  parent's  disinheriting  a  child,  it  ought  to  be   proceeded 
"  in  with  that   slowness  and  upon   such  considerations  as 
"  may  well  justify  the  rigour  of  it.     To  admonish  offen- 
''  ders  as  brethren,  and  not  to  use  them  as  enemies,  this 
''  is  suitable  to  the  designs  of  the  gospel,  both  for  preserv- 
''  ing  the  church  pure,  and  for  reclaiming  transgressors  : 
"  all  affectation  of  excessive  severit)  looks  like  pharisaical 
"  hypocrisy ;     whereas   the     spirit   of    Christ,    which    is 
"  made   up  of  humility  and  charity,  will  make  us  look  so 
'*■  severely  to  ourselves,  that  on  that  very  account  we  shall 
"  b';"  gentle  to  the  failings  of  others."     "  The  discipline  of 
'*  the  church,"   says  Bingham,  "  being   a  mere  spiritual 
"  power,  was  confined  to  these  following  acts — -first ^  the 
"  admonition  of  the  offender,  which  was  solemnly  repeated 
^' once  or  twice,  before  they   proceeded  to  greater  severi- 
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"  ties,  according  to  that  injunction  of  the  apostle — a  man 
"  that  is  an  heretic,  after  the  first  and  second  admonition, 
^'  reject.  After  this  manner  St.  Ambrose  represents  their 
"  proceedings  ;  a  putrified  member  of  the  body  is  never 
''  cut  off  but  with  grief  ;  we  try  a  long  time  whether  it  can 
*'  not  be  healed  by  medicines  ;  if  not,  then  a  good  physician 
"  cuts  it  off.  Such  is  the  affection  of  a  good  bishop  ;  he 
*' is  very  desirous  first  to  heal  the  infirm,  to  put  a  stop  to 
**  growmg  ulcers,  to  burn  and  sear  a  little,  and  not  cut  off  j 
"  at  last  he  cuts  off  with  grief  what  cannot  be  healed  ;  for 
"  they  that  being  long  endured,  and  often  kindly  admo7iished^ 
*'  will  not  be  corrected,  must  he  cut  off  as  putrified  mem- 
"  bers.  An  over  rigorous  severity  is  a  great  offence  and  a 
"  manifest  abuse  of  power  ;  it  is  not  the  true  exercise  of 
"  discipline,  but  imperiousness  and  humour,  and  a  mere 
*'  domineering  over  God's  heritage  by  an  exorbitant 
"stretch  of  ministerial  power."  I  shall  close  this  part 
of  the  subject  with  another  quotation  from  the  same  res- 
pectable author,  conveying  a  sentiment  from  which  I 
have  drawn  repeated  consolation.  "  An  an^thama  ill 
"  founded  cannot  hurt  him  against  whom  it  is  thundered." 

The  late  proceedings  against  me  are  invalid,  not  only 
because  they  militated  against  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of 
the  gospel,  but  for  this  farther  reason— ^that  none  of  the 
parties  concerned  in  the  prosecution,  the  trial,  or  the  sen- 
tence, had  any  authority  to  act. 

1  will  not  undertake  to  say  that  the  consecration  of  Dr. 
B.  Moore  was  invalid  :  but  I  venture  to  assert  that  he  was 
5;onsecrated  to  an  office  to  which  he  was  not  elected.  The 
case  was  this.  Dr  Provoost,  the  bishop  of  this  diocese, 
was  desirous  of  resigning  his  ecclesii^stical  dignities  and 
retiring  from  his  official  duties.  Dr.  B.  Moore  was 
chosen  to  fill  the  station  supposed  to  be  thus  vacant.  The 
house  of  bishops  decided  that  a  bishop  could  not  resign  his 
episcopal  charge  j.but  that,  in  the  case  of  his  inability  to 
perform  the  duties  of  his  office,  he  might  be  aided  by  a 
riuffragan  who  should  be  ordained  for  that  purpose.  Had 
Dr.  Provoost  been  timely  informed  of  this  decision,  it  is 
possible  that  he  might  have  resumed  the  exercise  of  his 
functions,  and  required  no  assistant.  But  he.  was  never 
consulted  on  the  occasion  :  delay  might  have  been  dange- 
rous :  and  he  was  thus  •compelled  to   take  assistance  which 
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fie  did  not  claim  and  might  not  have  wanted.  It  is  well 
known  to  those  who  are  conversant  with  church  history, 
that  the  office  of  an  assistant  bishop  did  not  exist  in  the 
days  of  primitive  Christianity:  "Post  primum,  secundus 
esse  not  possit :  quisquis  post  unum  (qui  solus  esse  debeat) 
factus  est,  non  jam  secundus  ille,  sed  nuUus  est :"  that  i&, 
after  the  first  there  can  be  no  second  ;  whoever  is  made  a 
bishop  after  the  first,  is  not  a  second  bishop,  but  no  bishop. 
So  that  to  have  two  bishops  at  once  in  one  place  is  (in  St. 
Cyprian's  opinion)  utterly  inconsistent  with  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  Christian  church.  How  the  electron  of  a  third 
bishop,  of  an  assistant  to  an  assistant^  is  to  be  reconciled 
with  this  venerable  father's  opinion,  I  leave  to  the  decision 
df  those  who  have  introduced  the  innovation.  Will  they 
say,  that  because  the  second  was  nobody,  they  therefore 
chose  a  third  who  would  doubtless  make  himself  somebo- 
dy? 

Be  this  as  It  may,  an  assistant  bishop  has  no  authority, 
except  such  as  has  been  expressly  delegated  to  him  by  his 
principal  or  diocesan.  I  have  heard  it  said,  that  one  of 
the  most  (if  not  the  most)  respectable  lay  members  of  our 
church  has  expressed  his  doubts,  whether  the  convention 
were  authorised  by  the  constitution  of  the  church  to  create 
the  office  of  an  assistant  bishop;  and  that  he  is  decidedly 
of  opinion  that  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  assistant  ought, 
at  least,  to  have  been  expressly  defined.  Much  as  I  am 
disposed  to  respect  the  opinions  of  that  learned,  judicious, 
and  pious  gentleman,  I  am  equally  disposed  to  believe 
that  those  powers  and  duties  are  sufficiently  declared  and 
defined,  in  the  rules  and  practice  of  that  church  from  the 
bosom  of  which  our  own  has  immediately  sprung.  In  G. 
Britain  the  statute  of  Henry  8th,  is  still  in  force  and  ob- 
ligatory :  it  enacts  that  "any  infirm  and  sick  bishop  in  any 
"  of  the  King's  dominions  may,  if  he  desire  it^  have  a 
"  suffragan ;  but  that  such  suffragan,  or  coadjutor,  shall  have 
"  no  jurisdiction  in  the  diocese  of  him  whose  suffragan  he 
''  may  be,  save  what  said  bishop  shall  by  commission-under  his 
"  seal  allow  him,  and  only  for  such  time  as  said  bishop  shall 
"  allow:  that  such  suffragan,  for  his  better  maintenance  may 
"hold  two  livings,  &c.  but  then,  he  who  desires  a  sufFr'.gan 
"  is  to  name  two  to  the  king,  and  he  ( the  king)  is  to  apr 
„"  prove  one  who  is  then  to  be  consecrated  by  the  metropoU- 
'■'  fanJ'^  ««  If"  (says  an.erainent  prelate  on  this  subject)  '•  if  Ije 
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'''■  demean  himself  pioualy  and  diligently  in  his  office  as 
''  suiFragan,  it  vviil  be  a  great  and  most  probable  means  to 
'-''prefer  him  to  a  bishopric  of  his  own:  which  to  many  may 
"  be  A  great  encouragement  to  undertake  the  office  of  a 
"  sufFr  dgan.'*  From  the  foregoing  extract  and  the  bish- 
op's observation  upon  it,  we  may  fairly  infer  that  the 
offices  and  powers  of  a  bishop,  and  those  of  his  assistant, 
are  essentially  different.  The  ordination  of  a  bishop  is 
to  be  periormtd  by  three  offiriating  bishops  :  but  an  assis- 
tant may  be  ordained  by  one  bishop  only,  viz  :  the  bishop 
of  the  diocese  to  whose  jurisdiction  he  belongs*  I'hat  I 
have  good  authority  f>r  this  assertion  will  appear  from 
the  following  extract. — "  Those  canons  which  require  three 
"  bishops  to  impose  hands  in  the  orcination  of  a  bishop, 
"  speak  of  such  bishops  only  as  were  to  be  absolute  and 
"  supreme  governors  of  their  own  diocese  ;  and  not  of  suf- 
**  fragans  (or  coadjutt^s)  or  such  as  were  subordinate, 
"  whom  the  diocesan  bishops  might  ordain  at  their  own 
*'  discretion,''  It  cannot,  indeed,  be  unknown  to  some  of 
my  readers,  thai  from  the  limited  authority  of  assistant 
bishops  it  was  inferred,  by  many  intellig^^nt  writers,  that 
they  were  not  virtually  bishops,  but  merely  presbyters 
invested  with  enlarged  authority.  Their  office  was  to 
preside  over  the  country  clergy,  to  enquire  Irom  time  to 
time  into  their  behaviour,  to  make  report  thereof  to  the 
bishop,  and  to  provide  suitable  persons  for  the  inferior 
service  and  ministry  of  the  church.  They  had /^otyer  to 
minister  confirmation  to  such  as  were  newly  baptized,  and 
to  grant  letters  dimissory  to  the  clergy  who  desired  to 
remove  from  one  diocese  to  another :  but  they  had  no 
power  to  ordain  either  presbyters  or  deacons.  The  fol- 
lowing quotation  from  Bingham  will  justify  me  in  saying 
so : — "  The  council  of  Antioch  gave  tiicm  (assistant 
"  bishops)  a  general  commission  to  ordain  all  under  pres- 
''  byters  and  deacons,  such  as  readers,  subdtacons,  &c. 
*'•  without  consulting  the  diocesan  upon  every  such  occa- 
**  sion  :  and  for  presbyters  and  deacons  they  might  ordain 
''  them  too  ;  but  not  without  the  special  leave  of  the  bishop 
"  under  whose  jurisdiction  they  were.  And  this  (con- 
'*  tinues  ht)  is  the  meaning  of  the  toum  il  of  Ancyra, 
**  which  says — suffragan  bishops  shall  not  have  power  to 
'*  ordain  piesbyteis  or  deacons  :  which  must  be  interpreted 
'*  by  the  explication  given  in  the  council  of  Antioch,  that 
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»•*  they  should  not  be  authorized  to  do  it  without  the 
**  particular  direction  of  the  diocesao ;  but  by  his  leave 
*'  they  might."  **  Next  to  the  bishop"  (says  the  same 
author  on  another  occasion)  "there  were  a  sort  of  ecclesias- 
*'tical  persons,  called  suffragans  or  coadjutors,  who  offici- 
"  ated  in  certain  episcopal  duties,  under  the  bishop.  These 
*'  acted  by  a  limited  and  dependant  power  ;  but  many 
"  times  were  inclined  to  a^ssume  a  power  to  themselves 
*'  beyond  their  commission.  The  church  was  therefore 
"  obliged  to  make  certain  laws  and  rules  to  restrain  their 
''  usurpations.  These  men  might  ordain  subdeacons, 
"  readers,  &c.  by  a  general  commission  ;  but  not  presby- 
"  ters  or  deacons  without  a  special  license  :  yet  sometimes 
*'  they  would  take  upon  them  to  do  that  also,  without 
"  consulting  the  bishop  :  for  which  offence  they  were  lia- 
*'  ble  by  the  canons  to  lose  their  office  and  be  degraded.'^'' 

And  now  let  me  ask — tf  an  assistant  bishop  have  no 
jurisdiction  in  the  diocese  of  him  whose  assistant  he  may 
be,  save  what  his  bishop  shall^  by  commission  under  his  seal, 
allow  him,  by  what  authority  can  he,  without  such  com- 
mission, appoint  jurlges,  direct  the  attendance  of  witnesses, 
summon  a  presbyter  to  trial,  and  exercise  the  highest  prero- 
gative of  a  real  bishop  ?  If  he  have  no  authority  to  ordain  a 
presbyter,  or  even  a  deacon,  without  the  special  leave  of 
his  superior,  by  what  authority  can  he,  without  such  leave, 
proceed  to  degrade  a  presbyter,  to  take  back  a  commission 
which  he  cannot  grant  ?  These  are  very  serious  enquiries  ; 
and  their  importance  to  myself  must  be  the  apology  for 
making  another  observation  on  the  subject. 

If  the  opinions  of  such  men  as  Bingham,  Burnett,  Bar- 
low, &c.  or  if  the  established  practice  of  the  church  of 
England,  should  be  said  to  have  no  weight  in  these  states, 
what  say  the  canons  of  our  own  church  ?  "Every  trial  of 
*'  a  clergyman  shall  be  on  presentment  made  to  the  bishop; — 
*'  the  bishop  shall  nominate — -the  bishop  shall  appoint — de- 
''  cision  shall  be  communicated  to  the  bishop — ^proceedings 
*'  shall  be  laid  before  the  bishop — his  judgement  is  to  be 
'^  final — sentence  shall  be  pronounced  by  the  bishop  only.'''' 
Now  who  is  the  bishop  of  this  diocese  ?  Every  thing  in  the 
present  case  depends  on  the  answer.  Far  be  it  from  me 
to  attempt  to  abridge  the  powers,  or  to  curtail  the  privi- 
leges of  any  in  authority,  but  while  I  am  ready  to  aamit 


that  Dr.  B.  Moore  may  be  a  bishop  in  the  P.  E.  Church, 
I  scruple  not  to  assert  that  he  is  not  the  bishop  of  this  dio- 
cese ;  that  he  is  not  the  person  designated  in  the  canons  ; 
and  that  in  the  late  proceedings  against  me,  he  was  insti- 
gated by  certain  artful,  officious,  malicious  young  men,  to 
"  take  too  much  upon  himself." 

Nor  is  this  a  sentiment  \vhich  I  have  recently  adopted  * 
I  mentioned  it  to  a  few  judicious  friends  before  the  conse- 
cration of  Dr.  M.  took  place  ;  and  then  expressed  my 
apprehensions  that  we  had  embarked  in  a  plan  of  innova^ 
tion,  which  might  eventually  bring  into  disrepute  our  prfe- 
tentions  to  undeviating  regularity  and  order.  Sorry  am  \ 
to  add,  that  I  suffered  myself  to  be  silenced  by  the  plea 
(that  fruitful  source  of  incalculable  mischief?)  the  plea  of 
expedience. 

If  my  premises  be  established,  the  conclusion  follows— 
that  the  sentence  of  my  degradation  is  null  and  void,  be- 
cause it  violated  alike,  the  letter  and  spirit,  both  of  the 
gospel  and  canons  ;  and  because  those  who  recommended 
^he  sentence,  and  he  who  pronounced  it,  were  alike  desti- 
tute of  all  authority  to  act  upon  the  occasion.  Let  Dr.  B. 
Moore  produce  the  special  licen&e  of  his  diocesan  to  bring 
me  to  trial,  and  then  will  I  candidly  confess  that  I  have 
been  fairly  driven  from  untenable  ground.*  But  in  order  that 
Dr.  M.  for  himself,  or  his  friends  in  his  behalf,  may  be  fully 
prepared  to  obviate  the  foregoing  remarks,!  beg  leave  to  re- 
mind them  of  the  account  of  his  consecration  given  m  the  re- 
gular journal,  and  subsequently  confirmed  in  the  history  of 
the  P.  E.  church  in  these  states  :"|" — '*  The  house  of  bishops, 
"  being  sensible  of  the  exigency  existing  in  the  State  of 
'*  N.  York,  consent  to  the  consecration  of  an  assistant 
"  bishop.  But  this  house  must  be  understood  to  be  expli- 
"  cit  in  their  declaration,  that  they  shall  consider  such  a 
"  person  as  assistant  or  coadjutor  bishop  during  Bishop 
*'  Provoosfs  /z/^,although  competent  in  point  of  character  to 
*' all  the  episcopal  duties  j  the  extent   in  \yhich  the   same 

*  If  Dr.  Moore  were  possessed  of  such  special  licence,  was  it 
not  incumbent  on  him  at  the  very  threshold  of  the  investigation  tq 
have  exhiliited  it  as  the  evidence  of  iiis  delegated  authority  ? 

t  Rees's  Nrw  Cyclopedia,  vol.  8,  part  3 A. 
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"  shall  be  discharged  by  him  to  be  dependent  on  such  r^- 
•■'  gulations  as  e::(i:pediency  may  dictate  to  the  church  in 
*'  New- York,  grounded  on  the  indisposition  of  Bishop 
*'  Provoost,  and  with  his  (Dr.  P.'s)  concurrence.  Con- 
"  formably  with  the  line  of  conduct  thus  laid  down,  Dr. 
**  B.  M.  was  consecrated."  If  I  understand  this  account, 
the  line  of  the  assistant  bishop's  conduct  was  Jirst  laid 
down,  and  then  his  consecration  took  place  :  and  the  ex- 
tent of  his  duties  is  to  be  regulated  by  the  convention  of 
this  state,  provided  that  such  regulations  receive  the 
sanction  of  the  diocesan's  approbation.  This  limitation  of 
the  assistant  bishop's  power  is  in  exact  conformity  to  the 
established  usage  of  the  P.  E.  church,  and  to  Bishop 
White's  late  assertion* — ^that  "  the  very  existence  of  the 
*'  church  in  this  country  depends  on  an  undeviating  adhe- 
"  rence  to  the  principles  which  she  has  inherited  from  the 
^'  church  of  England.'* 

And  after  all,  even  admitting  the  proceedings  against 
jne  to  have  been  valid,  still  my  claim  to  the  character  of 
Reverend  remains  indefeisible.  This  position  is,  however, 
too  unimportant  both  to  myself  and  my  readers,  to  justify 
the  discussion  of  it  before  the  public,  did  it  not  serve  in 
some  measure  as  a  reply  to  an  observation  respecting  me, 
in  Dr.  Hobart's  defence.  He  there  asserts,  and  his  obse- 
quious echo  Mr.  How  repeats  it,  that  "  there  is  not  an  in- 
^'  stance,  in  the  whole  history  of  the  christian  church,  of  the 
*'  restoration  of  a  degraded  clergyman.'' 

Granting  for  a  moment  the  truth  of  this  assertion,  I 
would  ask— Does  the  warit  of  such  an  instance  prove  that 
a  degraded  clergyman  may  not,  or  can  not  be  restored  ? 
Was  not  the  power  of  loosing  given  to  the  church,  at  the 
game  time  and  by  the  same  authority,  with  the  power  of 
binding  ?  Does  not  the  term  loosing  imply  that  the 
subject  to  be  loosed  was  previously  bound  ?  docs  it  fol= 
low,  because  this  power  does  not  appear  to  have  been  ex- 
ercised hitherto,  that  such  power  does  not  exist  ?  Is  it  not 
the  obvious  meaning  of  our  Saviour  (Matt.  18th  ch.  18th 
verse,)  that  those  who  are  authorized  to  impose  the  cen- 
sures of  the  church,  are   equally  empowered   to  remove 

^  Sermon  delivered  ip  New-Haven  l>efore  \i^  general  conven- 
tion. 
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them  ?  Is  it  then  necessary  to  produce  an  instance  of  this 
power  having  been  exercised,  since  it  is  universally  ad- 
mitted that  the  power  and  the  right  have  been  conferred  ? 
If  a  person  were  duly  commissioned  by  the  President  of 
the  United  States  to  negotiate  with  the  court  of  Great 
Britain,  would  he  be  required  to  shew  an  instance  where* 
in  any  other  person  had  acted  under  a  similar  commission  ? 
The  church  in  her  dispute  with  the  Nuvatians,  (who  main- 
tained that  such  as  had  fallen  into  any  great  sin  after  bap- 
tism, were  to  be  for  ever  excluded  from  her  communion) 
always  insisted  on  her  own  just  right  and  power,  that 
*'  by  the  commission  of  the  keys  from  Christ,  she  had 
"  power  to  loose  as  well  as  to  bind  ;  to  receive  offenders 
*'  into  the  church  upon  their  reformation,  as  well  as  to 
*•  cast  out  any  of  her  members  for  notorious  transgres- 
*'  sions.*'  1  nud  concluded  that  the  doctrine  of  the  power 
of  the  keys,  (.;s  it  is  called,)  the  power  of  bmding  and 
ioosi'ig,  had  been  so  long,  so  amply,  so  ably  discussed, 
thai  it  was  now  completely  understood  and  set  at  rest.  In- 
stead, therefore,  of  reasoning  on  a  subject  over  which  I 
can  not  hope  to  throw  any  additional  light,  especially  as 

*•  Men  convinced  against  their  will, 
"  Are  of  the  same  opinion  still," 

I  proceed  to  lay  before  my  readers  the  sentiments  of  tw» 
authors,  whose  writings  are  held  by  all  churchmen  in  the 
highest  veneration,  and  whose  judgement  on  this  subject 
ought  to  be  decisive.  "  Since  God"  (says  Dr.  Potter  ia 
his  discourse  on  church-government)  •••  has  no  where  sig- 
"  nified  that  the  character  which  he  confers  on  persons  ad- 
''  mitted  into  holy  orders,  shall  expire  before  their  death, 
"  we  might  safely  conclude  (though  we  had  no  further 
"  reason  for  it)  that  it  is  indelible  and  perpetual,  such  as 
*'  cannot  be  forfeited  by  any  misbehaviour.  This  may  be 
"  illustrated  by  comparing  the  character  of  holy  orders 
"  with  that  of  baptism.  The  person  baptised  is  dedicated 
"  to  God,  and  admitted,  by  the  ministry  of  his  priest,  to 
"  be  a  member  of  his  church.  This  done,  the  person 
*'  may  forfeit  bis  title  to  the  privileges  of  the  church  by 
"  breaking  his  baptismal  vow  :  he  may  fall  iiito  schism, 
'^  heresy,  or  even  into  idolatry,  but  he  still  belangs  to  (h? 
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"  church  ;  he  still  retains  his  baptismal  character  ;  and,  if 
"  he  repent  and  return  to  the  church's  comnjunion,  he  must 
"  be  admitted  without  being  rebaptized      This  is  a  ruled 
"  case,  and  universally  confirmed  by  the  practice  of  the 
'*  church  in  all  ages  and  countries.     So  they  who  are  or- 
*'  dained  receive  authority  from  God,  in  whose  name  the 
'*  bishop  puts  his  ha  ds  on  them  :  and  authority  conferred 
"  by  God  can  be  destroyed  or  resumed  by  none  but  God, 
**  or  one  commissioned  by  him   for  that  purpose.     We 
**  do  not  find  in  the  scripture  one  example  of  any  priest, 
**  whose  character  did  not  last  as  long  as  his  life.     Mel- 
*'  chisedek  was  a  priest  for  ever :  all  the  Jewish  priests 
"  and  Levites,  though  the  exercise  of  their  functions  was 
"  limited  to  a  certain  age,  were  accounted  sacred  persons, 
"  and  distinguished  from  common   Israelites,  from  their 
**  birth  to  their  death  :  and  the  apostles  and  all  the  minis- 
*'  ters  under  them   maintained  their  respective  characters 
*'  from  the  time  of  their  consecration  to  their  death,  witQ- 
*'  out  any  exception.     If  we  descend  to  the  churches  of 
"  the  next  ages  after  the  apostles,  we  shall  find  no  exam- 
"  pies   of  ot  darned  ministers  who   outlived  their  orders  : 
"  there  is  not  the  least  footstep  of  any  such  practice  in  the 
"  church  :  these  orders  were  fixed  and  perpetual.     It  was, 
*'  in  that  age,  thought  to  be  as  impossible  for  one  to  lose 
"  the  character  of  his  order,  as  that  of  his  baptism.     De- 
"  posed  clergymen,  though  they  were  forbidden  to  exer- 
"  cise  their   office,  still  retained  their  character.      Suck 
*'  men  were  sometimes    admitted  to    exercise  their    office 
"  again,  and  this  was  done  without  their  being  reordain- 
"  ed  ;  which  could  not  have  4)een^  if  deposition  had  de- 
"  prived  them  of  the  character  of  their  order.     The  cha^ 
"  racier  of  any  order  is  a  quite  different  thing  from  the 
"  exercise  of  the  power  belonging  to  that  order,  and  the 
"  former  may  remain  when  the  latter  is  taken  away.    I'hus 
"  in  the  case  of  deposed  clergymen,  the   acts  which  they 
"  performed  during  the  time  of  their  suspension  from  the 
"  exercise  of  tht-ir  office,  were  allowed  to  be  valid,  though 
''  irregular.     So  that  the  same  thing  seems  to  be  done  to 
"  clergymen  with   regard  to    their  order  by  deposition, 
"  which  is  done  to  laymen  with  regard  to  the  effects  of 
"  their  baptism  by  excommunication:  the  deposed  clergy- 
'^  man  is  forbidden  to  exercise  his  function,  and  loses  his 
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"  share  of  the  maiatenance  which  was  allotted  for  th* 
"  clergy ;  and  the  excommunicated  person  is  rejected 
"  from  thr  Lord's  supper  and  all  other  acts  of  Christian  com- 
"  munidn  to  which  he  was  entitled  by  his  baptism:  and  yet 
'^  neither  of  them  are  divested  of  their  characters  ;  and 
"  therefore  when  the  sentence  of  excommunication  is 
"  taken  off,  the  layman  returns  to  the  church  without  be* 
"  ing  lebaptised  ;  and  the  sentence  of  deposition  being 
*' taken  off,  the  clergyman  resumes  his  office  without  re- 
"  peating  his  ordination.  The  rebaptization  and  reordi- 
"  nation  eten  of  schismatics^  was  universally  condemned 
"  by  the  church,  as  appears  from  the  works  of  the  fathers 
"  still  extant.'* 

«  As  to  reordination,"  (says  Bingham  in  his   elaborate 
*'  treatise  on  the  antiquities  of  the  Christian  church,)  we  must 
**  distinguish  between  the  orders  that  were  given  regularly 
*'  and   canonically  by  persons  rightly    qualified    in    the 
'*  church,  and  such  as  were  given  irregularly  by  persons 
'*  disqualified,  or  by  heretics  and  schismatics  out  of  the 
**  church.     As  to  such  orders  as  were  given  regularly  in 
"  the  church}'  they  were  supposed)  like  baptism,   to  im- 
t^  press  a  sort  of  indelible  character^  so  as  that  there  was 
"  no  necessity,  upon  any  occasion,  to  repeat  them  ;  but  on 
"  the  contrary,  it  was  deemed  a   criminal   act  so  to  do. 
"  The  third  council  of  Carthage,  following  the  steps  of  the 
"  plenary  council  of  Capsa,  decreed — that  it  was  equally 
''  unlawful  to  rebaptise  and  reordain.  And  those  called  the 
"  apostolical  canons  made  it  deposition,  both  for  the  or- 
**  dainer  and  the  ordained,  to  give  or  receive  a  second  or- 
**  dination.     St.  Austin  says,  it  was  not  the  custom  of  the 
*'  catholic  church  to    repieat  either   orders  or  baptism  : 
"  for  mert  did  not  lose  their  orders,  as  to  the  internal  cha- 
"  racter  and  virtue,  though  they  were  suspended  from  the 
"  execution  of  their  office  for  some  misdemeanour.     Op- 
•'  tatus  testifies  the  same,  telling  us  that  Donatus  was  con- 
**  demned  in  the  council  of  Rome  under  Melchiades,  for 
"  reordaining  certain  bishops,  because  it  was  contrary  to 
**  the  custom  of  the  catholic  church.     So  that  we  have  no 
"  instances  of  reordaining  such  as  had  been  regularly  or- 
*'  darned  in   the  christian  church,  it  being  esteemed  un- 
"  lawful   (a!i  Theodoret   words  it)  to  give  any  man  the 
"«  same  ordination  twice.     St.  Austin  says,  that  when  the 
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'f  church  judged  it  expedient  not  to  suffer  the  Donatist 
'^  bishops  to  officiate  upon  their  return  to  the  church,  she 

*  did  not  thereby  intend  to  denj'  the  reality  or  validity  of 
'  their  ordination,  but  supposed  that  to  remain  still  perfect 
"  and  entire  in  them.  And  this  is  what  the  same  father 
'  meant  by  the  sacrament  of  ordination,  (as  he  words    it,) 

*  or  the  indelible  character  which  is  thereby  imprinted; 
^  that  though  a  man  turned  apostate,  or  was  suspended,  or 
'  deprived  for  any  crime,   yet  if  upon  his  repentance  and 

*  satisfaction,  the  church  thought  fit  to  admit  him  to  offi- 
'  date  again,  there  was  no  necessity  of  giving  him  a  new 

*  ordination,  no  more  than  a  new  baptism;  for  the  character 

*  of  both  remained  entire  ;  though  he  should  be  wholly  di- 

*  vested  of  his  q^ce  and  power,  yet  so  much  of  the  marks 

*  and  footsteps  of  his  former  office   would  remain  upon 

*  him>  as  that  if  he  should  bt  recalled  again  to  his  office,  he 

*  would  not  need  the  outward  character  or  ceremony  of  a 

*  new  ordination.  An  apostate  clergyman,  though  he  was 
'  reduced  to  lay-communion,  or  even  fallen  below  it,  could 
•^  not  need  a  new  ordination,  but  only  the  church's  com- 
«  mission  and  authority  to  release  him  of  his  bonds,  which 
'  she  did  by  absolution,  and  not  a  new  ordination  :  thus  far 
'  St.  Austin  and  all  the  ancients  allow.' 

I  shall  close  the  remarks  on  this  subject  by  a  short  ex- 
tract fi-om  the  learned  Dr.  Forbes : — '  There  remains  some 
'  distinguishing  character  in  a  man  that  is  deposed,  by 
'  which  he  is  distinguished  from  laymen.     The  character 

*  that  remains  in  a  deposed  person  is  not  the  character  of 
^  any  present  office  or  power,  but  only  some  mark  of  an 

*  honour  that  is  past,  and  of  a  power   that  he  once   had; 

*  by  which  mark  he  is  distinguished  from  others  who 
«  never  were  ordained,  and  may,  if  he  be  found  fit,  and  the 

*  benefit  of  the  church  require  it,  be  restored  without   a 

*  new    ordination— restitui   poterit  absque   nova  ordina- 

*  tione.' 

It  is  presumed  that  some  of  my  readers  will  here  pause 
and  ask- — how  can  these  things  be  ?  Can  men,  eminent  for 
the  depth  of  their  researches  into  ecclesiastical  history  ; 
men  who  have  read,  collated,  digested  all  that  has  been 
written  on  this  subject ;  men  whose  authority  is  not  to  be 
questioned  ;  can  such  men  assert — '  th^t  deposed  clergy- 
*"  men  were  sometimes  admitted  to  exercise  their  office 
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'-  agair.' — that  the  sentence  being  taken  off,  the  dergymaS' 
'  resumes  his  office — that  upon  their  repentance  and  sa- 
'  tisfaciion   the  church  thought  fit  to   admit  them  to  offi- 

•  ciate  agam — that  they  may,  if  the  good  of  the  church 
'  require  it,  be  restored  without  a  new  ordination — that 
'  the  church  did,  by  absolution,  release  fronif  their  bonds 
'  clergymen  who  had  been  r*iduced  to  tha  lowest  state  of 
'degradation:'  atid  can  Messrs.  Hobart  and  How  as* 
sert,  in  the  very  face  of  such  authority,  that  no  instance 
exists  of  the  restoration  of  a  deposed  *  clergyman  ? 

The  latttT  of  these  two  personages  is  faiily  entitled  to 
the  plea  of  ignorance.  'A  man  who  has  nevev  been  able 
to  reach  the  standard  of  >v  ediocrity,  in  any  one  of  the 
various  professions  which  he  has  followed,  may  well  claim 
indulgence  for  want  of  proficiency  in  a  new  calling  ;  nor 
would  it  be  reasonable  to  expect  from  one  who  has  so 
lately  become  a  convert  to  the  church,  that  progress  in  eccle- 
siastical, which  he  had  previously  failed  to  make  in  com- 
mercial, legal,  and  tactical  knowledge:  besides,  weave  to  te- 
coUect  that — '  non  ex  quovis  ligno  fit  Mercurius.'f  But 
Dr.  Hobart  can  lay  no  claim  to  such  indulgence  :  the  mank 
who,  for  several  years,  has  had  his  eyes  immoveably"^ 
fixed  on  a  mitre,  cannot  plead  ignorance  of  books  in 
which  every  candidate  for  orders  is  to  be  examined :  he 
cannot  but  have  read  the  celebrated  case  of  Maximus, 
who  had  been  formally  cut  o^  from  the  church,  and  who 
was  afterwards  '  received  to  his  place  in  the  presbytery 
'  again — Maximum  presbyterumlocum  suum  agnosnoscere 
'jussimus  :'  he  cannot,  indeed,  but  have  read  of  Hundreds, 

*  Aware  of  the  tvilstlcal  disposition  of  those  who  ha\^  advanced 
this  assertion,  I  must,  if  possible,  bar  every  avenue  against  their 
escape  from  detection.  Will  they  say  that  tticy  employed  the  word 
degraded,  and  not  deposed ;  and  that  all,  my  authorities  refer  to  the 
latter  term  only  ?  The  reply  is — they  are  convertible  terms  :  they 
mean  the   sane  thing'.    '  Deposition  o;- degradation' (says  Bingham) 

•  is  a  suspension  of  the  power  and  authority  committed  to  a  clergy. 
'  m-m  in   his  ordination  :  wlien  he  is  divested  of  the  power  and   au. 

•  thority  formerly  belonging  to  him,  by  some  canons  he  is    said  to 

•  be  deprived;  by  others,  to  be  degraded;  by  others,  to  be  deposed  r 
'  these  expressions  arc  so  understood  by  modern  writers.' 

f  1  remember,  when  I  was  at  school,  to  have  heard  an  arch  boy 
translate  this  Roman  adage  thus  :-~"  You  must  not  expect  to  make 
a  silk  purse  out  of  a  sow's  ear." 
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who  after  haviag  been  deposed,  degraded,  excommum- 
C-.it*,  d,  anathematized  by  bell,  book  and  candle,  have 
beca  restored  to  their  respective  offices  in  the  church.  To 
Viiiit  then  is  to  be  attributed  the  rashness  of  this  assertion  ? 
Did  Dr.  Hobart  expect  it  would  operate  as  an  extinguish- 
er, and  put  out  all  light  on  the  subject  ?  Or  is  this  ano- 
ther instance  of  the  leakiness  of  his  memory  ?  There  is  a 
faculty,  which  a  facetious  modern  writer  denominates — , 
*■  rernembering  to  forget,  and  forgetting  to  remember.' 
This  singular  quality  Dr.  Hobart  seems  to  possess  in  an 
eminent  degree  ;  and  it  will  hereafter  be  made  to  appear 
that  he  occasionally  exercises  it  with  no  little  success  :  is 
it  not  possible  that  he  may  have  seized  this  opportunity^ 
a  .long  others,  of  exhibiting  his  skill  '  at  remembering  to 
forget  V 

W'lat  effect  the  foregoing  statement  will  have  produced 
on  the  minds  of  my  readers,  I  presume  npt  to  judge. 
The  incredulous  will  probably  be  incredulous  still ;  some 
may  begin  to  dou!  t  ;  others,  perhaps>  may  be  convinced  : 
but  I  am  constrained  to  confess,  that  if  the  number  of  the 
last  mentioned  should  be  comparatively  small,  t^ie  defi- 
ciency is  ascribable,  not  to  any  want  of  satisfactory  testi-. 
mony,  but  to  my  manner  of  presenting  it.  I  can  safely 
aver,  that  as  far  as  my  own  knowledge,  and  the  informa- 
tion which  I  have  gleaned  from  others,  can  be  depended 
upon,  there  is  but  one  sentiment  prevailing  on  the  subject 
of  the  proceedings  against  me.  I  have  neithei  heard,  nor 
heard  of,  a  man  or  woman,  a  clergyman  or  layman, 
churchman  or  dissenter  of  any  denomination,  native  or 
foreigner,  m  the  diocese  or  out  of  it,  (excepting  some  of 
those  men  of  violence  who  were  actively  concerned 
against  me,  and  whose  thirst  for  blood  can  never  be  allay- 
ed) who  has  not  reprobated,  in  terms  more  or  less  severe, 
the  treatment  which  I  have  experienced  :  rash,  hasty,  un- 
advised, ungenerous,  illiberal,  unfriendly,  disproportion- 
ed,  unparalleled,  unchristian,  tyrannical,  inquisitorial  j 
these  are  terms  which  I  have  repeatedly  heard  applied  to 
it  by  men  of  information,  judgement,  and  candour» 
Should  there,  however,  be  any  who  differ  from  my  friends 
and  myself  in  opinion  on  this  subject,  I  shall  feel  neither 
surprise  nor  mortification.  As  I  am  not  conscious  of 
tj^ving  forfeited  the  good  opinion  or  good  will  of  a  singly. 
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friend  or  acquaintance,  so  neither  am  I  anxious  to  re^ 
sume  my  station  among  the  Lyells,  the  Hobarts,  and  the 
Howes  of  the  present  day.  For  reasons  which  are  noto- 
rious, I  deem  the  post  of  honour,  in  the  existing  state  of 
ecclesiastical  affairs  in  this  diocese,  to  be  a  private  station  : 
nor  could  all  the  overgrown  wealth  of  Trinity  church 
now  bribe  me  to  accept  a  cure,  under  the  domination  of 
such  men  as  Dr.  B.  Moore,  or  Dr.  J.  H.  Hobart.  But  be 
it  remembered  that  this  resolution  is  not  at  variance  with 
my  claim  to  the  character  and  title  of  Reverend. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  in  speaking  of  the  primary 
agents  in  the  nefarious  plot  against  me,  I  have  indulged 
myself  in  the  utmost  freedom  of  expression.  This  X 
have  ever  done  ;  this  I  will  ever  do,  when  conscious  of 
any  «  great  injury  and  wrong  done  unto  me.'*  I  cannot, 
(for  the  soul  of  me  I  cannot)  play  the  sycophant:  I  am, 
unhappily)  formed  of  such  inflexible  materials,  as  will  not 
allow  me  to  stoop  so  low  as  to  kiss  the  foot  which  has 
spurned  me,  even  though  that  foot  should  appertain  to  a 
bishop,  a  cardinal,  or  a  pope.  Were  I  at  liberty  to  choose 
xny  motto,  it  should  be — "  Manus  hsec  inimica  tyrannis  :" 
^nd  I  feel)  if  possible)  more  indignation  at  the  usurpations 
of  an  ecclesiastical?  than  of  a  political)  despot.  Are  not 
the  reasons  too  obvious  to  require  any  explanation  ?  Can 
it  be  necessary  to  prove,  that  tyrants  in  the  church  have 
occasioned  more  mischief  in  the  world)  than  tyrants  in  the 
state  ?  Many  an  oblique  hint  has  been  conveyed  to  me, 
that  if  I  would  remain  quiet,  and  submit  to  my  sentence 
without  complaint,  the  period  might  not  be  very  distant 
when  I  should  be  restored  to  my  former  standing  in  the 
church.  To  every  such  mtimation,  it  is  well  known  that 
I  have  invariably  replied — No  ;  '  Timeo  Danaos  et  dona 
*  ferentes  :'  no  ;  never  will  I  accept  as  a  favour  what  I 
demand  as  a  right. — After  having  breathed)  for  half  a 
century,  none  other  tlian  the  air  of  freedom  and  inde- 
pendence, a  change  of  atmosphere  would  prove  delete- 
rious :  nor  can  I  submit)  at  this  period  of  life,  to  the  im- 
position of  any  trammels,  excepting  such  as  the  laws  of 
decency  and  urbanity  have  already  imposed.  Strong  lan- 
guage is  by  no  means  synonymous  with  improper  Ian- 
rvuage  ;  nor  is  every  forceful  expression  a  rude  one.  Ri- 
dicule itself?  although  not  the  test  of  truth,  is  a  weapon 
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which  may  be  honourably  employed  on  particular  occa- 
sions :  '  sometimesj'  (says  Dr.  Witherspoon)  it  is  neces- 
*  sary,  in  order  to  bring  down  self-sufficient  persone,  with 
f  whom  there  is  no  dealing  till  their  pride  is  levelled  a 
'  little.' 

I  have  carefully  avoided  (I  think)  the  mention  of  any 
other  names  than  such  as  have  already  been  introduced  by 
Messrs.  Jones,  Hobart,  and  How  :  because  I  have  no 
wish  to  involve,  unnecessarily,  any  others  in  the  contro- 
versy. In  referring  to  persons  who  had  not  previously 
been  named,  prudence  forbids  my  express  designation  of 
them,  lest  they  might  be  exposed  to  the  resentment  of 
those  in  authority  over  them :  in  other  instances,  the 
names  of  any  to  whom  allusion  is  made,  shall  be  made 
known,  whenever  a  proper  occasion  may  demand  the  dis- 
closure. 

I  have  presumed  that  none  of  my  readers  can  be  igno- 
rant of  the  proceedings  against  mcj  which  took  place 
in  April,  1809.  A  record  of  those  proceedings  has  been 
published  ;  the  result  was  made  known  in  the  mode  pre- 
scribed by  the  canons  ;  and  as  if  the  canons  had  not  en- 
joined a  degree  of  publicity,  sufficient  to  gratify  the  ma-? 
lice  of  the  principal  plotter,  Dr.  Hobart  took  special  care 
to  mix  it  up  among  the  contents  of  his  Pandora  box — that 
vehicle  of  every  heterogeneous  matter — that -strange  com- 
pound  of  right  and  wrong,  good  and  evil,  truth  and  false- 
hood, flattery  and  defamation,  oil  arid  vinegar—'  The 
-  Churchman's  Magazine  :'■ — a  publication  which?  by  the 
bye,  has  done  more  injury  to  the  church,  than  its  present 
injudicious  compiler  will  live  to  see  repaired — a  perform^ 
ance  which,  like  a  rickety  childj  has  long  been  indebted 
for  its  support  to  bandages  and  rollers  j  or  which,  like  a 
sickly  plant,  owes  its  protracted  existence  to  the  manage- 
ment of  the  hot-house.  What  Dr.  H.'g  motive  for  this 
insertion  could  have  been,  unless  to  make  my  disgrace  co- 
extensive with  his  inveteracy,  it  will  not  be  easy  to  deve- 
lope.  His  pretence,  of  introducing  it  as  an  article  of 
agreeable  news,  is  too  ridiculous  (to  say  nothing  of  the 
falsehood)  to  be  combated  :  and  that  it  was  considered  by 
some  of  his  best  friends  and  warmest  advocates  as  an 
indiscreet,  wantons  and  cruel  actj  can  easily  be  proved  if 
necessarv. 


^4 

I  now  proceed  to  detail  some  of  the  particulars  connect" 
ed  with  the  above  meMioned  proceedings,  in  ordrr  that 
the  reader  may  be  enabled  to  judge  whether  Mr.  Jones's 
charge  of  tyranny,  intolerance,  &c.  &c.  be  well  founded, 
and  whether  I  may  not  be  regarded  as  a  living  instance  of 
its  truth. 

The  first  intimation  that  any  steps  towards  my  de- 
struction had  been  taken,  was  conveyed  in  a  letter  from 
Dr.  B.  Moore,  informing  me  that  certain  charges  againaft 
me  had  been  exhibited  to  him,  that  he  had  nominated  my 
judges,  appointed  the  time  and  place  of  trial,  and  rtrquired 
my  attendance.  Soon  after  the  receipt  of  this  letter,  fina- 
ing  that  my  health  was  rapidly  declining,  and  fearing  th«t 
a  needless  delay  of  the  trial  might  prevent  my  appearance 
in  person,  I  repaired  to  Dr.  Moore's  house.  N  t  finding 
him  at  home,  I  sat  down,  and  wrote  him  a  short  note  j 
in  which  I  waved  my  privilege  of  a  month's  notice,  and 
requested  that  the  trial  might  take  place  as  soon  as  possi- 
ble. This  note  I  sealed,  directed,  and  left  on  Dr.  M.'s 
writing  table.  Having  accidentally  mentioned  this  circum-r 
stance  to  the  judges  in  terms  of  complaint,  one  of  the 
prosecutorsj  (solely  with  the  design  of  invalidating  what- 
ever I  might  afterwards  advance  in  my  defence,)  mtimat  d 
in  plain  terms  that  any  allegations  of  mine  were  to  be  ad- 
mitted with  great  caution  ;  for  he  was  authorized  to  de- 
clare that  Dr.  M.  had  not  received  any  such  letter  from 
me.  To  the  reader  this  will  probably  appear  as  a  very 
unimportant  circumstance  :  but  on  my  own  mind  it  left  an 
impression  which  no  time  can  efface.  Every  person  pre- 
sent must  have  witnessed  my  consternation  on  being  thus 
contradicted  :  but  as  I  was  in  the  enemy's  power,  as  the 
case  did  not  admit  of  direct  pi  oof,  and  as  I  was  then  un- 
willing to  provoke  needless  irritation,  I  thought  it  advise- 
able  to  suppress  my  suspicion,  and  submit  to  the  affront. 
Now,  however,  that  I  have  nothing  more  to  fear  from 
the  machinations  of  my  enemies,  J  publicly  declare  that 
I  have  good  reason  for  suspecting,  that  one  of  the  parties 
concerned  against  me  intercepted  my  letter.  He  entered 
the  house  as  I  was  leaving  it :  and  so  m.uch  did  I  after- 
wards apprehend  a  recurrence  of  this  perfidy,  that  in  the 
direc^jen  of  some  subsequent  letters  to  Dr.  M.  I  had  re- 
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oourse  to  the  hand-writing  of  a  friend,  to  whom  I  commu- 
nicated my  suspicions.* 

Conformably  to  the  canon,  eight  clergymen  were  no- 
minated, iUt  of  which  number  I  had  the  privilege  of  se- 
lecting five-  to  be  my  jud  ;,es,.  When  called  upon  to  make 
this  Selection,  not  having  the  names  at  hand,  I  informed 
Dr  M I  that  as  I  presumed  them  to  be  all  equally  impar- 
tial, I  would  take  the  first  five  on  the  list.  Of  this  num- 
ber Mr.  Slobart  was  one.  A  few  days  after  I  had  made 
thenomin-ition,  a  respectable  clergyman,  whose  name  was 
on  the  list,  called  upon  me,  and  with  much  concern  and 
solemnity  wbserved— that  I  deserved  the  fate  which 
awaited  me  for  having  made  50  mad  a  choice  ;  that  he^jwras 
aware  of  Mr,  H  's  determination  to  ruin  me  if  possible, 
and  doubted  not  that  his  influence  over  the  rest  was  such 
as  to  insure  success.  On  my  expressing  a  very  natural 
surprise  at  this  intelligence,  he  expressed  no  less  at  my 
ignorance,  and  added™I  thought  you  must  have  known 
that  Mr.  H.  was  at  the  bottom  of  this  business,  and  that 
your  accusers  are  merely  his  agents,  and  following  his  in- 
structions. For  the  first  time,  I  now  feit  alarm  :  this  in- 
formation brought  fully  to  my  remembrance  a  circum- 
stance that  had  occurred  some  time  before.  Being  in 
company  with  several  clergymen  in  Dr.  B.  Moore's  study, 
I  took  that  opportunity  of  requesting  them  to  decide  a 
difference  of  opinion  which  had  arisen,  between  the  Rev. 
Dr.  W.  Smith  and  myself,  on  a  passage  in  the  Revela- 
tion. A.  Greek  testament  was  accordingly  produced.  As 
Mr.  Hobart  was  the  youngest  person  in  the  room,  and  the 
latest  from  college,  I  politely  asked  him  to  give  his  inter- 
pretation of  the  text.  He,  with  an  air  of  modest  diffi- 
dence, begged  leave  to  refer  me  to  older  and  better  scho- 
lars. Dr.  B.  Moore  was  then  consulted ;  and  I  remem- 
ber that  his  son,  Mr.  C.  Moore,  was  finally  called  upon  to 
decide.  As  we  were  leaving  the  house  soon  after  in  a 
body,  a  venerable  clergyman  arrested  my  arm^  and  inti- 
mated by  gestures  that  he  wished  to  speak  to  me  in  pri-> 
vate.  No  sooner  were  we  alone  in  the  street,  than  with 
a  countenance  indicative  of  concern,  he  asked  me,  if  f 

^  »  This  was  not  the  only  instance  ^f  my  lexers  to  Dr.  M.  beisiff 
itftercepted,  " 
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were  conscious  of  being  a  ruined  man.  I  desired  him  t& 
explain.  Sir,  says  he,  you  have  offended  Mr.  H.  mor- 
tally, by  asking  him  to  translate  a  verse  in  the  Greek  tes- 
tament :  you  have  made  him  your  enemy  for  ever.  Hav- 
ing recovered  from  my  alarm,  and  resumed  an  air  of 
composure,  I  observed — that  I  had  neither  said  nor  done 
any  thing  to  give  offence  to  Mr.  H. ;  that  he  didc*not  ap- 
pear to  me  to  manifest  any  emotion  ;  and  that,  were  he 
ever  so  much  disposed,  it  was  not  in  his  power  to  injure 
me.  His  reply  was  to  this  effect.  Sir,  you  do  not  know 
that  young  man  as  well  as  1  do :  I  watched  the  turn  of 
his  countenance  when  you  presented  the  book  to  him  ;  it 
indicated  great  displeasure  :  he  has  more  influence,  as 
well  as  more  art,  than  you  are  aware  of:  you  have  made  a 
powerful  enemy  ;  at  some  future  day  you  will  feel  the 
weight  of  his  resentment;  and  then,  perhaps,  you  will 
recollect  my  prediction. 

I  should  not  have  thought  these  incidents  worthy  of  a 
place  here,  were  it  not  that  we  are  all  of  us  conscious  of 
a  satisfaction,  in   being  able  to   trace  the  motives  for  a 
man's  conduct  towards  us  ;  and  had  not  Dr    H.  himself, 
in  his  late  defence,  candidly  admitted  that  these  gentle- 
men's apprehensions  were  but  too  well  founded  ;  that  he 
had,  previously  to  my  trial,  entertained  a  violent  dislike 
of  me.     He  represents  me  as  being,  long  before  any  one 
had  presumed  to  arraign  my  character,  '  a  person  who,  he 
'  had  reason  to  believe,  was  the  most  disposed  of  all  men 
'  living  to  employ  a  charge  to  his  disadvantage.'     Now  I 
publicly  call  on  Dr.  H.  to  assign  that  reason :  I  defy  him, 
with  all  his  ingenuity  and  experience  in  research,  to  state 
the  slighte6t  ground  for  that  representation.     Yes,  I  defy 
him,  with  all  his  numerous  host  of  certificate-hunters,  tG 
produce  one  honest  man  who  will  declare,  that  either  an 
angry  word,  or  even  an  .angry  look,  has  ever  passed  betv/een 
Mr.  H.  and  myself;  or  that  I  have  been  heard  to  utter  a 
single  disrespectful  thought  of  him,  until   his  garbled  ac- 
count of  my  trial  was  shown  to  me,  and   I   had  lieard  of 
his  employ! iig  his  influence  over  Dr.  B.  Moore,  to  prevail 
on  him  to  .^onfirm  the  sentence  recommended  by  himself. 
How  could  the  man   have  made  this  unguarded  avowal  f 
Cy  conscience-,  how  bitter  an  enemy  art  thou  to  the  cha- 
racter, as  well  as  to  the  repose,  of  ungodly  men  ! 
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This  amiable  gentleman^  who  wants  only  to  be  imiver- 
sally  Icaawn  to  be  universally  admired,  *  to  be  acquainted 
*  with  whom  is  always  to  esteem  and  love  him,'  full 
fraught  with  such  feelings  towards  me  as  have  now  been 
described,  deliberately  sits  down  among  my  judges  ;  Un- 
dertakes to  pronounce  sentence  on  me  ;  and  (as  if  not 
contented  with  these  means  of  wreaking  his  vengeance) 
grasps  the  pen  of  the  reporter,  and  undertakes  to  draw  up 
such  a. statement*  of  the  proceedings  as  cannot  fail  of  ac- 
complishing his  purpose.  Here  let  me  ask — What  was 
the  chance  of  my  acquittal  at  such  a  tribunal  ?  How,  con- 
formably to  the  practice  observed  in  civil  casesj  consist- 
ently with  any  pretensions  to  decency,  how  could  Mr«  Ho- 
hart  sit  in  judgement  on  a  man,  against  whom  (according 
to  his  own  confession)  he  then-  and  long  before  had,  enter- 
tained such  violent  and  unfounded  prejudices  ?  The  thing 
speak,6  for  itself :  it  requires  no  comment :  I  shall  there- 
fore leave  the  simple  fact  to  the  consideration  of  my  read- 
ers, and  proceed  to  further  particulars. 

The  court  consisted  of  the  Rev.  Messrs.  Beach,  E* 
Cooper,  Harris,  Wilkins,  and  Hobart.  Those  who  know 
how  completely  the  last  mentioned  gentleman  h<*d,  at  this 
period,  gained  an  ascendancy  over  all  the  ecclesiasticdl  af- 
fairs, and  over  almost  all  the  clergy,  of  this  diocese,  catj 
be  at  no  loss  to  conceive  what  influence  he  might  h  uve  had 
over  the  decision  of  the  rest.  I  am  bound  in  charity  to 
presume  that  each  of  them  gave  a  consciencious  vote  :  but  I 
am  no  less  bound  to  believe,  (what  I  have  been  told  by  a 
person  possessing  all  the  means  of  information,)  that  one  j* 
of  the  judges,  who  had  declared  himself  in  favour  of  a 

*  If  any  man^  after  reading  that  statement,  will  say  that  he  un- 
derstands it  sufficiently  to  form  an  opinion  on  the  case,  he  must 
possess  more  intuitive  skill  than  any  of  my  acquaintance.  If  Dr. 
B.  M.  read  it  before  he  pronounced  sentence,  (which  I  much  doubt) 
I  venture  to  believe  that  he  understood  no  more  of  it,  than  before  he 
had  seen  it. 

•j-  This  gentleman,  when  asked  how  he  could  reconcile  it  to  his 
conscience  to  punish  with  degradation  a  clergyman  for  his  first  of- 
fence, especially  when  it  was  known  to  him  that  no  attempt  had  been 
raade  to  reclaim  the  offender  by  milder  methods,  replied— I  am  in 
duty  bound.  Sir,  to  presume,  that  every  method  has  been  tried  in  vain  t 
were  I  not  to  act  on  this  presumption,  I  should  tacitly  upbraid  the 
bishop  with  a  shameful  neglect  of  his  duty.     O  tempoya !  O  mores  ! 
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mild  punishment,  most  unaccountably  changed  his  opinion 
after  a  private  interview  with  a  certain  influential  gentle- 
man ;  and  that  another,  who  had  the  honesty  to  judge  for 
himself,  and  the  fortitude  to  differ  from  the  rest,  was  in- 
stantaneously denounced,  and  threatened  with  expulsion 
from  every  post  of  honour.* 

My  accusers  were  Rev.  Messrs.  Jones  and  How,  Bow- 
den  and  Lyell.  These  men  were  despatched  to  scour  my 
parish  in  search  of  complaints  against  me,  and  hunted 
most  lovingly  in  couples.f  In  the  course  of  their  redoubt- 
able excursion,  they  not  only  thrust  themselves  into  the 
houses  of  persons  who  were  not  attached  to  my  congrega- 
tion, but  they  also  behaved  with  so  much  indecency  to  se- 
veral members  of  the  church,  as  to  give  great  offence,  and 
even  to  excite  disgust.  Ladies  have  been  heard  to  ex- 
press astonishment  how  gentlemen,  much  more  how  cle- 
rical gentlemen,  could  depart  so  widely  from  the  ordinary 
rules  of  good  breeding  :  and  the  husband  of  another  told 
me,  within  a  few  days,  that  judging  from  the  representa- 

*  This  gentleman  haa  been  taught  by  exeprience,  that  an  attempt 
to  save  the  life  of  a  drowning  man  is  not  unfrequently  attended  with 
hazard  ;  and  that  compassion  for  an  injured  individual  is  a  deadly 
sin. 

f  The  association  of  Dr.  Bowden  with  Mr.  Lyell,  for  the  purpos© 
of  runnimg  down  a  brother  clergyman,  is  truly  laughable.  I  know 
that  the  former  always  held  his  leash-fellow  in  sovereign  contempt, 
and  generally  spoke  of  him  in  correspondent  terms.  The  reader 
will  not  be  offended,  if  I  relieve  the  tadiura  of  this  narrative  by  the 
insertion  of  a  liitle  anecdote.  I  once  mentioned  to  a  number  of  cler- 
gymen assembled  in  Dr.  B.  Moore's  study,  my  design  of  inviting 
Mr.  Lyell  to  officiate  for  me  on  a  particular  occasion.  Mr.  Hobart 
expressed  his  surprise  that  I  should  pay  the  city  clergymen  so  bad  a 
compliment,  as  to  exhibit  Mr.  Lyell  as  a  sample  of  New-York  elo- 
quence. On  my  observing  to  him  that  I  had  understood  Mr.  L.  to  be 
a  popular  preacher — Sir,  says  Dr.  Bowden,  with  no  little  indigna- 
tion, have  you  not  heard  him  preach  ?  I  answered,  that  I  had  never 
had  an  opportunity.  Have  you,  continued  he,  never  heard  him  read 
prayers  ?  To  this  question  I  made  the  same  reply.  Have  you,  sir, 
never  heard  him  tali  ?  Yes  ;  repeatedly.  Then,  sir,  (rejoined  the 
facetious  doctoi,)  you  are  still  left  without  excuse  :  for  you  must 
know  that  a  man  who  cannot  tali  good  English,  cannot  jbreac/j  good 
English. 

But  perhaps  it  will  be  said,  that  a  man  may  be  a  very  indifferent 
preacher,  and  yet  perform  the  office  of  a  terrier  very  satisfac- 
torily. The  propriety  of  the  remark  I  am  constrained  to  acknovvledge^- 
and  stand  corrected  for  my  want  of  discernment. 
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tion  made  to  him  by  his  wife,  had  he  been  at  home  when 
they  came  to  his  houst-,  he  certainly  would  have  ordered 
them  out  of  it.  But  my  indignation  must  not  transport  me 
too  far,  in  describing  the  particulars  of  this  reverend  chase  :* 
for  what  was  to  be  expected  from  such  men  employed  in 
mch  a  mission  ?  How  could  I  so  soon  have  forgotten 
*  the  silk  purse  and  the  sow's  ear  ?*  Our  attention  is  ra- 
ther drawn  to"  the  inquiry — Who  sat  behind  the  curtain, 
and  pulled  the  wires  which  gave  motion  to  the  puppets  ? 
By  what  authority  did  these  men  do  these  things,  and  who 
gave  them  this  authority  ?  The  answer  is  to  be  found  in 
the  undeviating  conduct  of  that  man  who,  for  six 
years  last  past,  has  holden  the  reins  of  government  in  this 
diocese  ;  who  has  permitted  no  official  act  to  be  perform- 
ed without  the  sanction  of  his  approval;  who  has  stamped 
on  Dr.  B.  Moore's  administration  the  indelible  mark  of 
imbecility  ;f  and  who  has  brought  that  once  respectable 

*  This  singular  '  union  of  honest  men  ;'  this  capricious  association 
e^yudases  and  Pilates  to  hunt  down  and  immolate  a  solitary  and  un- 
suspecting individual;  brings  very  forcibly  to  remembrance  Dr. 
Young's  animated  descriptipn  of  the  career  and  catastrophe  of  subtle, 
sly,  ambitious  mortals. 

"  I  hear  the  tumult  of  the  distant  throng,— 

"  Eager  Ambition's  fiery  chase  I  see, 

*•  I  see  the  circling  haunt  of  noisy  men, 

"  Burst  law's  inclosure,  leap  the  mounds  of  right ; 

*'  Pursuing  and  pursu'd,  each  other's  prey  ; 

*'  As  wolves  for  rapine  ;  as  the  Jox,  for  wiles  ; 

"  Till  Death,  that  mighty  hunter,  earths  them  all. 

t  The  instances  of  imbecility  are  numerous.  Mr.  Jones's  appeal 
is  a  volume  of  evidence  :  it  is  there  stated^  among  other  things,  that 
Bishop  Moore  was  desirous  of  encouraging  Mr.  Gillet  in  his  views 
to  the  ministry,  and  that  Mr.  Hobart  had  expressed  a  determination 
af  standing  up  in  the  church,  and  objecting  to  the  ordination,  on  the 
ground  that  the  candidate  was  not  a  favourite.  Dr.  M.  was  there- 
fore compelled  to  abandon  his  own  opinion,  and  Mr.  G.  to  relinquish 
his  hope  of  obtaining  orders.  The  case  of  Mr.  G  may  be  contrasted 
by  another.  Mr.  G,  underwent  (as  I  have  been  credibly  informed) 
a  most  honourable  examination  as  to  literary  acquirements.  Another 
gentleman,  about  the  same  time,  who  was  aware  of  the  only  avenue 
by  which  he  could  gain  access,  was  readily  admitted  into  orders ; 
although  he  even  made  no  pretensions  to  learning,  and  although  pre- 
viously to  his  ordination  he  had,  probably,  never  seen  the  book  of 
common  prayer,  as  appeared  from  his  manner  of  reading  the  service 
on  the  following  Sunday.  He  read  the  rubric,  prayers,  resgonsea^ 
s^d  all,    Jtis'um  teneatis  ? 
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»ame  into  such  contempt,  that  *  Little  Benjamin  the  ruleir* 
is  ow  become  proverbial.  It  has  been  incautiously  ad- 
mitted by  Mr,  Howe,  that  the  plan  of  my  persecution 
was  devised  in  a  caucus  of  the  city-clergy.  Who  were  the 
members  of  that  reverend  caucus  I  dare  not  venture  to 
say  :  but  if  Mr.  Hobart  did  not  virtually  preside,  or  if  he 
tjid  not  at  least  express  his  full  approbation  of  the  mea- 
sure, then  let  me  bear  the  blame  of  grouhdless  jealousy 
and  suspicion  for  ever.^  Even  Mr.  Jones,  who  has  at 
length  evinced  a  lurking  remnant  of  a  spirit  of  indepen- 
dence, would  no  more  have  dared,  at  the  period  now 
spoken  of,  to  engage  in  an  act  of  so  much  importance  as 
the  prosecution  of  a  clergyman,  without  the  concurrence 
of  Dr.  Hobart,  than  he  now  dares  to  disclose  all  that  he 
further  knows  on  the  subject. 

During  the  trial,  my  prosecutors  evinced  the  same 
spirit  which  had  urged  them  in  their  chase  through 
Brooklyn.  They  industriously  took  notes,  although 
they  remarked  that  I  took  none  ;  they  put  irrelative 
questions  to  the  witnesses ;  misrepresented  their  an- 
swers ;  strove  to  make  them  speak  what  they  did  not 
mean  ;  and  in  their  eagerness  to  substantiate  any  thing 
like  guilt,  pressed  their  interrogatories  with  such  a  disre- 
gard of  all  order,  that  on  my  inquiring  of  the  president, 
at  a  particular  juncture,  what  charge  was  then  before  the 
board,  he  candidly  confessed  that  he  could  not  tell ;  but 
presumed  that '  it  would  all  come  to  the  same  thing  in  the 
*  end.'  The  good  president,  I  doubt  not,  was  sincere  in 
giving  his  opinion  ;  and  the  event  proves  that  he  was  cor- 
rect in  his  calculation.  One  act  of  outrage  committed  on  this 
occasion  called  forth  all  my  indignation,  and  the  recital  of  it 
can  scarce  fail  to  excite  similar  emotion  in  the  breast  of 
every  reader.  Near  10  o'clock  at  night,  when  J  expected 
the  court  to  adjourn,  one  of  the  prosecutors  moved  that  a 
compulsory  process  should  be  issued  against  me  by  the 
board  ;  the  avowed  object  of  which  was,  forcibly  to  detain 
ine  all  night  in  New- York,  although  mv  family  in  Brook- 
lyn were  ignorant  of  the  cause  of  my  absence,  nor  had  I 

*  Mr.  Jones  assertSj  (and  Mr.  J.  cannot  be  ignorant  of  any  of  tlie 
particulars,)  that  allhougli  '  Mr.  H.  was  not  iviviediat^ly  engaged  in 
the  business,  yet  it  was  a  part  of  ilie  sanie  overbearing  system,  and 
was  carried  on  by  bis  coadjutors  How  and  Lyell '  The  testimony  of 
one  of  the  parties  C5>ncenied  is  the  best  evidence  that  <;an  be  ad- 
dyped. 
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the  means  of  conveying  information  to  them.  Had  I  net 
treated  the  motion  with  contempt,  or  rather  had  I  not  ex- 
pressed my  determination  to  resist  any  offer  of  violence,  I 
have  no  doubt  that  I  should  have  been  committed  to  the 
custody  of  the  sexton,  and  been  lodged  for  safe  keeping, 
all  night,  in  the  belfry  of  Trinity  church.  *  Tantaene  ani- 
•■  mis  coelestibus  irae  ?* 

Before  the  report  of  the  judges  had  been  seen  by  Dr. 
B.  Moore,  (as  he  informed  me)  I  waited  upon  him  in 
consequence  of  what  I  conceived  to  be  an  important  dis- 
covery. He  received  me  with  his  usual  affability.  I 
asked  him  if  he  had  any  objection,  before  he  pronounced 
sentence,  to  hear  what  I  might  have  to  say  in  my  defence  ; 
adding,  that  one  of  the  witnesses  was  desirous  of  correct- 
ing a  certain  part  of  his  testimony,  and  that  the  solicited 
indulgence  would  be  no  departure  from  the  general 
usage  in  parallel  cases.  He  assured  me,  without  hesita- 
tion, that  he  cheerfully  acceded  to  my  proposal ;  that  it 
would  give  him  pleasure  to  hear  my  defence  ;  and  that  he 
would  send  for  me  for  that  purpose.  Let  the  reader  judge, 
if  possible,  of  my  astonishment,  when  I  inform  him  that 
within  two  or  three  days  after  this  interview  and  assur- 
ance, my  sentence  was  abruptly  announced  to  mt  by  an 
open  printed  letter  from  Dr.  M.  directed  to  John  Ireland^ 
Brooklyn  ;  and  let  them  judge  (but  this  is  scarcely  possi- 
ble) of  the  agony  of  my  daughter,  a  young  girl  of  sensi- 
bility, who  had  heard  nothing  of  the  proceedings  against 
me,  who  had  received  this  letter  from  the  hands  of  a  ser- 
vant, and  who,  supposing  herself  authorized  to  look  at 
the  contents  of  an  unsealed  printed  paper ^  thus  obtained 
the  first  intelligence  of  her  father's  disgrace.  Whenever 
this  instance  of  Right  Reverend  brutality  is  brought  across 
my  recollection,  I  confess  that  it  is  not  without  infinite 
difficulty  that  I  can  suppress  the  curse  which  rises  to  my 
tongue.  For,  is  it  within  the  compass  of  human  ingenu- 
ity  to  devise  any  thing  in  palliation  of  such  an  act  of  atro- 
city ?  Is  not  the  veriest  wretch  at  the  bar  of  civil  justice 
treated  with  more  lenity  ?  Is  not  the  sentence  of  death  com- 
municated to  him  in  a  manner  less  offensive  and  shock- 
ing ?  Would  it  not  be  an  affront  to  any  of  the  tribes  of  sa- 
vages, to  suppose  an  individual  among  them  capable  of  so 
meaUj  so  unmanly,  so  dastardly,  £?o  crp^el,  au  outrage  ? 
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Was  it  not  enough  for  those  reverend  inquisitors  to  pour 
on  the  head  of  their  devoted  victim  the  most  severe  pun- 
ishtiient  that  it  was  in  their  power  to  inflict  ?  Or  was  it 
deemed  necessary  to  add  insult  to  severity,  and  to  give  the 
sufferer  a  four-fold  pang,  by  stabbing  the  feelings  of  his 
unoffending  family  i  I  his  act  of  wanton  barbarity  derives 
no  small  aggravation,  from  my  experience  of  Dr.  M.*s  keen 
sensibility  in  a  case  which  concerned  himself.  That  gentle- 
man cannot  misconceive  my  meaning :  he  cannot  have  for- 
gotten the  letter  which  i  addressed  to  him  at  the  earnest  re- 
quest of  his  particular  friend,  who  had  witnessed  the  freedonm 
which  certr*infemaleswercthen  taking  with  the  doctor's  cha- 
racter, and  whii  h  his  friend  was  solicitous  to  arrest :  he  can™ 
not  have  forgotten  how  severely  he  reprehended  my  indis- 
cretion, in  committing  so  delicate  an  affair  even  to  a  sealed 
paper  ;  nor  how  he  shuddered  at  the  recollection  that  one 
of  his  family  might  have  broken  the  seal  in  his  absence. 
Alas,  how  are  the  mighty  fallen  !  how  *'tempora  mutan- 
tur,  nos  et  mutamur  in  illis !'  Were  I  disposed  to  follow 
the  dictate  of  a  vindictive  spirit,  i  might  enlarge  on  this 
su!  ject :  but  I  take  no  delight  in  the  writhings  and  convul- 
sions of  innocence  ;  and  a  wife  and  a  child  have  nothing 
to  apprehend  from  my  resentment  of  the  husband's  and 
the  father's  crimes.  While,  however,  I  assume  some  credit 
for  lortiearance,  I  candidly  confess  that  never  in  my  life  have 
I  experienced  so  much  reluctance  to  forgive  any  injury  as 
this.  The  recollection  of  it  never  fails  to  produce  on  me  an 
effect  resembling  suffocation  ;  so  sure  as  a  sacramental  oc- 
casion occurs,  my  heart  within  me  dies  at  the  remembrance 
of  this  outrage, imperfectly  forgiven:  and  i  solemnly  declare, 
that  all  the  effects  of  my  pretended  degradation  have  never 
occasioned  me  half  so  much  uneasiness,  as  this  single  cir« 
cumstance  attending  its  annunciation.  Had  it  been  an  open 
enemy,aHobart  or  a  How,  who  had  done  me  this  dishonour, 
then(i  think)  1  could  have  borne  it :  but  it  was  "  Thou,  my 
companion,  my  guide,  and  mine  own  familiar  friend  !*"  The 

*  During  seventeen  years  had  Dr.  M.  been  my  •  Fidus  Achates.' 
The  most  unbounded  confidence  and  friendship  had  subsisted  be- 
tween us.  The  remembrance  of  days  that  are  gone,  neverto  return, 
cuUs  from  me  an  act  of  justice  to  his  character  so  far  as  to  say,  that 
were  it  not  for  the  vile  arts  of  sycophants  and  supplanters,  had  he 
been  left  free  to  follow  the  mandates  pf  his  own  inclination  and 
judgement,  our  friendship  would  have  remained  undiciinished  to  this 
day> 


reader  will  permit  me  to  drop  here  this  agonizing  sub- 
ject ;  and  will  remember  (should  he  hereafter  be  disposed 
to  upbraid  me  with  intemperance  of  expression)  the  ex- 
tent of  this  provocation. 

Immediately  after  my  sentence  had  been  communicated 
in  the  singular  manner  above  related,  I  wrote  to  Dr.  M. 
a  request  that  he  would  furnish  me  with  a  copy  of  the 
charges  of  which  I  had  been  found  guilty  ;  that  he  would 
inform  me,  whether  the  sentence  operated  to  my  exclusion 
from  the  sacramental  table  ;  and  if  so,  what  penance  the 
discipline  of  the  church  required  in  order  to  my  restora- 
tion to  Christian  privileges.  No  answer  was  vouchsafed. 
After  a  long  lapse  of  tim^  I  repeated  this  modest  request} 
and  represented  to  Dr.  M.  that  my  chara^^ter  was  suffer- 
ing severely  from  his  refusal  to  comply ;  that  owing  to 
the  misconception  of  some,  and  to  the  misrepresentations 
of  others,*  I  had  been  suspected,  and  was  still  lying  un- 
der the  suspicion  of,  various  enormities,  such  as  sabbath- 
breaking,  forgery,  and  even  treason  ;t  and  that  I  was 
unjustly  deprived  by  his  cruel  silence  of  the  means 
of  refuting  these  calumnies.  All  my  importunities 
proved  unavailing:  Dr.  M.  pertinaciously  adhered 
to  his  resolution  of  refusing  this  act  of  justice,  and 
the  reports  so  injurious  to  my  reputation  were  daily 
gaining  ground.  At  length,  determined  not  to  bear  this 
load  of  unmerited  abuse)  I  addressed  myself  to  Dr. 
Beach  for  the  information  which  Dr.  Moore  withheld. 
That  gentleman  was  soon  made  sensible  of  the  injurious 
treatment  which  I  had  undergone,  reprobated  the  conduct 
of  Dr.  M.  in  refusing  to  do  an  act  of  common  justice, 
and  engaged  to  obtain,  so  far  as  it  was  in  his  power,  a  re- 
dress of  my  grievances.  Thus,  through  the  interven-^ 
tion  of  Dr.  Beach,  after  a  lapse  of  almost  twelve  months, 
was  I  made  acquainted  for  the  first  time  with  the  charges 

•  Some  of  my  malicious  enemies  incessantly  insinuated,  that  a  vast 
^variety  of  chsirgQS  had  been  exhibited  against  me  :  but  that  &  selection 
had  been  made  of  such  as  would  suffice  "  to  do  my^business.''  Thus 
was  the  tongue  of  calumny  loosed,  and  licensed  to  rove  unrestrained 
through  the  wide  field  of  conjectural  crimes. 

t  It  was  currently  reported,  among  other  things,  that  I  had  obtain- 
ed an  estate  by  forging  a  codicil  to  a  will ;  and  that  I  had  been  en- 
g'aged  with  Col,  Burr  in  designs  of  a  treasonable  nature^ 
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for  which  I  had  been  condemned  and  executed.*     Do  the 
annals  of  civilized  man   exhibit  a  case  parallel  to  this  ? 

About  this  period  I  obtained  certain  information,  which 
determined  me  to  present  a  memorial.  Mr  H'we  indeed 
wouM  persuade  us  that  "  a  clamour  was  raised:  very 
"  threatening  language  was  employed  ;  anonymous  letters 
"  of  a  most  scurrilous  nature  were  written  to  the  bishop  j 
"  and  it  was  plainly  declared  that  compulsory  measures 
"  would  be  talct;n  to  produce  a  reversal  of  the  sentence 
"pronounced  upon  me:''  and  he  seems  to  intimate  that 
Mr.  Jones  had  an  agency  in  these  violent  proceedingso 
As  Mr.  Howe  aas  been  detected  in  making  very  erroneous 
statements  ot  facts,  after  having  premised  "  that  his  recol- 
**  lection  of  the  circumstances  was  distinct  and  clear )"  we 
are  bound  to  receive  his  assertion  on  this  subject,  as  well 
as  on  others,  with  extreme  reserve.  My  mode  of  inter- 
preting this  good  gentleman's  language  is,  precisely  such 
as  certain  elderly  ladies  practise  in  explaining  their 
dreams.  That  such  steps  as  Mr.  H.  describes  should 
have  been  taken  in  my  behalf,  without  my  concurrence 
and  even  without  my  knowledge,  is  truly  singular  :  and 
that  they  actually  were  taken  (at  least  to  the  extent  here 
meniioned)  I  must  be  permitted  to  doubt,  until  I  am  fur- 
nished with  further  and  better  testimony.  And  yet  I  can 
assure  Mr.  H.  that  it  would  give  me  no  very  great  mor- 
tification to  be  compelled  to  believe  him,  and  to  discover 
that  I  had  such  warm  and  active  friends.  But,  be  this  as 
it  may,  I  give  my  readers  the  solemn  declaration  of  a  man, 
whose  veracity  has  not  hitherto  been  disputed,  that  until 
the  fiery  tail  of  Dr.  Hobart's  inflammatory  pamphlet 
spread  the  alarm  far  and  wide,  I  had  never  heard  of  any 
clamour,  or  threatening  language,  or  anonymous  letters, 
or  compulsory  meabures  ;  and  that  I  have  had  no  com- 
munication with  Mr.  Jones,  either  directly  or  indirectly, 
since  my  mock  trial.  Whether  the  following  letter  and 
memorial  fall  under  any  of  the  foregoing  descriptions, 
let  the  reader  now  decide. 

*  The  document,  containing  the  list  of  charges  of  which  I  had 
been  pronounced  guilty,  is  in  tlie  hand-writing  of  Mr.  Hobart .-  he 
would  not  trust  Dr.  M.  with  the  management  of  so  difficult  an  aifair , 
as  furnishing  a  copy. 
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Rt.  Rev.  Sir, 

The  I  aclosed  memorial  has  been  seen  and  approved  by 
several  gentlemen  of  the  first  respectability,  both  of  the 
pulpit  and  bar.  Were  I  at  liberty  to  address  you  with 
that  freedom  in  which  you  formerly  indulged  me,  nothing 
could  be  more  easy  than  to  convince  you  ^^  the  proprie- 
ty and  necessity  of  your  early  attention  to  this  business  : 
many  circumstances  are  known  to  me,  which  ari:  studi- 
ously concealed  from  yoic.  I  ta.<e  the  liberty,  hovv-ver, 
of  suggesting — that  no  harm  can,  and  much  gooo  may, 
result  from  the  proposed  revisal.  If  the  sentence  should 
prove  to  be  improperly  founded,  it  ought,  in  justice,  to 
be  reversed:  if  otherwise,  the  proceedings  wiil  be  confirm- 
ed, the  public  will  be  satisfied,  the  suspicion  of  tyranny 
and  oppression  will  be  removed,  and  the  reputation  of 
your  own  administrati  ^i  established.  ^ 

I  am,  &CC, 
Your  real  Friend, 

And  humble  Servant, 
JOHN  IRELAND. 
To  the  Right  Rev.  Dr.  Moore,  Bishop  of  the  ^ 
Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  State  J. 
of  New- York.  J 


YOUR  Memorialist  begs  leave,  in  ihe  niost  re"= 
spectful  manner,  to  repiv^entto  you  as  head  of  the  church 
in  this  dioces^,  that  the  iate  trial  of  your  memori:ilist, 
in  conjunction  with  certain  circumstances  pre ''ling, 
attending,  and  resultir^g  from  it,  has  excited  no  smai:  por- 
tion of  surprise  and  regret  in  the  mi:nds  of  many  ;  and 
that  humanity,  justice,  the  interests  of  the  christi-.n  reli- 
gion in  general,  and  the  welfare  of  the  P.  E.  church  in 
particular,  point  to  the  propriety  and  necessity  of  a  revi- 
sal of  said  trial. 

At  the  close  of  his  defence,  after  having  candidly  con- 
fessed the  only  fault  of  which  he  was  conscious,  your 
memorialist  assured  his  judges,  that  if  they  should  deem 
it  necessary  further  to  humble  a  penitent  offf-^nder  Mni  to 
break  the  bruised  reed,  they  would  find  in  your  memo- 
rialist no  refractory  victim  ;  that  he  should  wrap  himself 
in  the  mantle  of  resignation,   and  receive  without  a  strug- 
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gle  the  falling  blow.     Hitherto  he  has  literally  adhered  to 
his    issurance  :  altho'  for    many,   many    long  months  his 
reputation  has  lain  bleeding  at  every  pore  ;  altho'  the  busy 
tongue  of  calumny  has  attempted   to  fasten  on  him  every 
crime  in   the    black   catalogue  of  enormities  ;  altho*  the 
me:ins  of  refuting  such    aspersions    have   been  withholden 
from  him  ;  altho'  he  appUed  in  vain  for  a  knowledge  of  the 
charpt-s  of  which  he  had  been  found  guilty,  and  for  which  he 
had  been   condemned  and  executed  ;  altho*    he  had    re- 
peatedly been  urged  to  appeal  to  the  civil  authority  for  a  re- 
dress of  his  grievances,  and  had -ven  been  assured  of  success; 
still  none  of  these  things  moved  him,  not  a  murmur  escaped 
his  lips.     Viewing  nis  sufferings  as  a  dispensation  of  hea- 
ven, designed  to  promote  some   unseen   but  salutary  pur- 
pose, he  has  humbly  bowed  his  neck   to  the  awful  stroke, 
nor  onpe  dared  to  arraign  the  wisdom  of  providence.     But 
considerations  of  the   first  importance,    unconnected  with 
selfish  motives,  have  at  length  induced  him  to  break  silence, 
and  to  request  that  an  early  examination    of  the  late  pro- 
ceedings against  him   may  be  instituted.     Still    zealously 
attached  to  that  church,  in  whose   doctrines  he  has  always 
firmly  believed,  and  in  whose  communion  he  hopes  to  die, 
your  memorialist  can  not  with   indifference  observe  her 
pretensions  ridiculed,  her  ministers  charged   with  inquisi- 
torial tyranny  and  ecclesiastical  murder,  her  dearest  inter- 
ests exposed  to  hazard,  and  her  downfal  in   this  state   tri- 
umphantly ant'cipated.     Her  enemies  exultingly  demand 
— Can  that  be  the  genuine   christian   church,  which  in  the 
exercise  of  discipline  overlooks  a  plain  positive  apostolical 
direction  ;  and   which   proceeds    against  a    supposed  de- 
linquent (as  in  the  case  of  your  memorialist)  in  a  manner 
uparallf^led   in  the  annals   of  any  church  ?    And  many  of 
her  frhnd'}^  including  both  clergymen   and  laymen  of  the 
first  respectabihty,  entertain  very  serious   doubts  whether, 
in  the  late  proceedings  against  your  memorialist,  all  things 
were  done  with  decenc\'  and  in  order  ;  whether  they  were 
not  done  in  violation  of  the   articles  and   canons;  whether 
any  clergvman  :an   deem  himself  secure,  so  long  as  per- 
sons are  instructed,  or    even   permitted,  (as  in  the  case  of 
your  memorialist)  to  search  his  parish  from  house  to  house 
for  subjects  i^f  complaint ;  whether  tne  case    of  your  me- 
morialist required  such  an  exhibition  of  judgement  without 
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mercy ;  and  whether  a  precedent  thus  established  will  not 
deter  men  of  sensibility  and  independent  minds  from 
entering  into  the  church,  and  especially  from  settling  in 
this  diocese.  Many  other  important  considerations  might 
be  adduced,  all  tending  to  shew  the  propriety  of  a  reviaal 
of  the  proceedings  against  your  memorialist,  to  be  insti" 
tuted  before  a  tribunal  composed  of  clergymen  of  years, 
experience,  wisdom,  moderation,  and  long  standing  in  the 
church. 

As  to  himself,  altho'  your  memorialist  has  long  groaned 
under  the  weight  of  a  burden  too  heavy  to  be  borne,  \  et  per- 
sonal conside;  ations  alone  would  never  have  drawn  from 
him  the  present  remonstrance.  Should,  however,  the 
ecclesiastical  authority  judge  it  proper  to  direct  the  revisal 
now  solicited,  your  memorialist  presumes  to  think  it  pos- 
sible, that  he  will  be  found  to  be  less  culpable  than  he  has 
hitherto  appeared.  It  is  a  fact,  already  in  the  knowledge 
of  the  bishop,  that  a  very  important  part  of  the  testimony 
advanced  against  your  memorialist  is  voluntarily  acknow- 
ledged, by  the  witness  himself,  to  be  erroneous  ;  Although 
said  witness  believed,  atthe  time  of  trial,  thathe  asserted  no- 
thing but  the  truth,  yet  a  subsequent  enquiry  into  particulars 
has  enabled  him  to  discover  his  error,  of  which  he  now  la- 
ments the  sad  effects,  A  charge,  of  which  your  memorialist 
has  been  pronounced  guilty,  was  contradicted  by  the  positive 
written  testimony  of  the  Rev.  Mr.  Feltus,  dpposited  in  the 
hands  of  the  court.  Another  charge,  of  which  your  me-^- 
morialist  was  adjudged  to  be  guilty,  was  not  supported  by 
the  requisite  number  of  witnesses.  In  short,  a  gentlema* 
of  considerable  experience  in  judicial  proceedings,  who 
was  present  during  the  whole  trial,  hesitates  not  to  declare 
-—that  not  a  single  charge  exhibited  against  )'our  memo- 
rialist would  have  been  considered,  in  an  ordinary  court  of 
justice,  as  substanciated  ;  and  that  the  beauty  and  utility  of 
civil  procedure  were  never  more  strikingly  displayed,  than 
by  the  contrast  shewn  on  that  occasion. 

If  these  facts  (and  others  can  be  adduced,  if  necessa- 
ry) should  not  be  thought  unimportpnt,  it  is  further  pos- 
sible that  your  memorialist  may  be  considered  as  having 
already  undergone  a  sufficient  punishment  for  his  offence  j 
that  his  sentence  may  be  mitigated,  if  not  reversed  ;  and 
even  that  he  may  be  restored  to  his  former  station  in  the 


38 

church.  Were  the  sufferings,  which  he  has  hitherto  borne 
in  silence,  capable  of  being  represented,  they  would  make 
his  bitterest  ene.nics  desirous  of  being  at  peace  with  him, 
and  constrain  them  to  cry  out — ^let  this  suffice,  it  is 
er),ough.  Your  memorialist  will  ever  have  to  regret,  that 
an  attempt  was  not  made  to  reclaun  an  accused  brother, 
conformably  to  the  good  old  scriptural  practice,  by  expos- 
tulation, by  admonition,  by  reproof.  Such  a  christian 
procedure  he  had  aright  to  expect  from  his  christian  bre- 
thren :  and  it  would  have  put  from  him  that  bitter  cup, 
of  which  he  has  been  cruelly  compelled  to  drink  to  the 
dregs.  He  is  willing  and  anxious  to  make  every  proper 
atonement  and  reparation  that  the  case  may  require.  He 
solicits  no  cure  :  he  has  long  since  declined  the  acceptance 
of  any.  He  is  the  opponent  of  no  man,  the  rival  of  no 
man  :  his  only  wish  on  this  side  of  the  grave  is— to  be 
restored  to  the  bosom  of  the  church,  to  the  esteem  and 
confidence  of  his  former  brethren,  to  that  rank  which  he 
lately  held  in  society.  He  can  deliberately  appeal  to  the 
Searcher  of  hearts  for  the  truth  of  his  assertion,  that  since 
his  admittance  into  holy  orders,  he  has  not  lived  in  the 
wilful  habit  of  any  known  sin,  nor  in  the  wilful 
negiect  of  any  known  duty.  Once,  indeed,  he  Avas  be- 
trayed into  the  fault  of  speaking  unadvisedly  with  his 
lips,  on  an  occasion  when  he  conceived  insult  to  have  been 
heaped  on  actual  outrage.  He  thoug-ht,  at  the  moment 
of  provoi  ation,  that  he  did  well  to  be  angry  ;  but  it  is 
known  that  he  has  since  lamented  his  indiscretion  in  sack- 
cloth and  ashes,  and  that  he  took  the  earliest  opportunity, 
of  reconciling  himself  to  the  offended  party.  If  such  evi- 
dent cs  of  contrition,  if  floods  of  unfeigned  tears,  cannot  ob- 
tain for  him  the  forgiveness  cf  men  of  like  passions  with 
himself,  he  must  live  and  die  in  the  humble  trust  that  they 
will  not  be  unavailing  with  a  merciful  God. 

I  have  been  in  the  habit  of  thinking,  that  this  memo- 
rial was  couched  in  terms  as  respectful  as  could  be  ex^ 
pected  from  me  under  existing  circumstances  :  and  I 
authorised  two  clergymen  to  assure  Dr.  M.  that  if  he 
acceded  to  iv>y  proposal,  and  if  the  st-ntence  should  be  con- 
firmed bv  tlie  second  tribunal,  not  a  word  expressive  of 
complaint. should  ever  again  he  heard  to  escape  from  my 
lips.     Dr.  M.  wiis  further  informed,  that  in  order  to  ex- 
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pedite  and  facili|  ate  the  proposed  re-hearing,  I  was  conterit 
that  there  shoUJ'd  be  no  new  examination  of  witnesses  j 
but  that  the  testf  mony  as  it  then  stood  stated  (ai chough  t 
had  not  seen  it)*  should  be  admitted,  and  i.nd  before  ths 
new  board.  Is  this  clamorous,  or  threatening,  or  scur- 
rilous language  J  Is  this  an  adoption  of  compulsory  mea- 
sures ?  Had  I  indeed  resorted  to  such  measures,  I  should 
have  done  no  more  than  what  my  duty  to  myself,  my  fa- 
mily, and  my  friends  demanded  :  but  then  I  should  have 
failed,  perhaps,  in  another  duty  which  seemed  to  be  im- 
posed upon  me— -the  sacrifice  of  my  own  feelings  to  the 
church's  peace. 

To  this  memorial  such  as  it  is,  Dr.  M.  replied — "  that 
no  provision  was  made  by  the  canon  for  the  proposed  re- 
visal,  and  that  he  did  not  conceive  it  prober  to  take  the 
subject  again  into  consideration."  The  alleged  deficiency 
of  the  canon,  in  a  particular  which  I  judged  to  be  of  no 
small  importance,  determined  me  to  address  the  ap. 
proaching  convention  on  this  subject.  My  address  was 
hastily  prepared,  and  confided  to  Rev.  Dr.  R.  C.  Moore, 
who  returned  it  to  me  unopened,  after  the  session  had 
closed,  with  the  following  letter.  I  have  taken  the  li- 
berty of  giving  publicity  to  this  letter,  without  consulting- 
the  writer,  because  he  is  known  to  be  one  of  those  who 
were  anxious  that  justice  should  be  done  to  an  oppressed 
individual ;  because  he  may  therefore  be  suspected  of  hav- 
ing employed  clamorous,  threatening,  scufrilous  language 
in  my  behalf;  because  I  wish  my  readers  to  see  what  is 
the  tenour  of  his  addresses,  when  he  accosts  me  without 
disguise  or  reserve  ;  because  this  letter  is  in  perfect  cor- 
respondence with  all  his  conversations  on  this  subject ; 
and  because  I  think  it  will  redound  to  his  credit,  as  a 
christian  and  as  a  clergyman. 

Mtv-Tori^,  Oct.  4,  ^  810. 
Dii.  Sir, 

Animated  by  a  sincere  desire  to  promote  your  hap» 
piness,  by  those  efforts,  which  friendship  and  prudence 
mutually  suggest,  I  have  taken  the  liberty  to  withhold 
from  the  convention  the  letter  which  you  enclosed  to  my 
care. " 

Had  I  been  made  acquainted  with  the  contents  of  it, 
perhaps5  I  should  have  pursued  a  different  course  :  but  as 


40 

I  felt  an  apprehension,  that  the  sentiments  which  it  may 
contain,  might  have  injured  your  owo  cause,  I  could  not 
refrain  from  keeping  it  in  my  pocket,  and  reiurniog  it  to 
you.  ,  / 

I  indulge  a  hope,  that  by  judicious  management,  the  sit- 
uation, in  which  you  are  at  present  placed,  may  change 
its  aspect ;  and  that  you  may  be  restored  to  the  church. 
Of  my  friendship  you  may  rest  assured :  and  you  may 
/rely,  that  the  moment  a  favourable  opportunity  shall 
/present,  every  exertion,  within  the  limits  of  my  chris- 
tian duty,  shall  be  made  in  your  behalf.  With  sincere 
regard,  I  remain  Dear  Sir, 

Your  friend 

and  Brother 
RICHARD  CHANNING  MOORE. 
Rev.  Jno.  Ireland,  Brooklyn. 

Had  Dr.  R.  Moore  been  made  acquainted  with  the 
contents  of  this  address,  I  flatter  myself  that  he  would 
(as  he  intimates)  have  presented  it  to  the  convention  : 
and  I  think  too,  had  he  done  so,  that  so  judicious  a 
body  of  men  (assembled  for  the  express  purpose  of  di- 
recting the  concerns  of  the  church)  would  have  taken 
the  case  into  consideration.  But  I  blame  him  not :  the 
fault  is  exclusively  mine,  in  not  leaving  the  address  un- 
sealed for  his  inspection. 

The  rash  step  taken  by  me,  in  detailing  (at  Dr.  Ho- 
bart's  own  request)  the  substance  of  a  conversation  be- 
tween us,  and  the  crime  of  having  since  sworn  to  the 
truth,  have  called  down  the  implacable  resentment  of 
that  gentleman  and  his  myrmidons.  The  rank  to  which 
he  is  now  elevated  in  the  church,  and  the  additional 
influence  which  this  elevation  gives  him  in  the  diocese, 
can  scarce  fail  to  frustrate  all  my  hopes  of  redress  from 
a  convention  in  this  state.  Where  is  the  clergyman 
Avho  does  not  already  stand  pledged  to  support  his  new 
bishop,  and  to  crush  all  those  on  whom  he  may  frown  ? 
Wliat  is  the  probability  of  success,  were  I  to  apply  to 
men  who  have  already  dared  to  assert — "  that  thet/  -would 
jiot  believe  the  oath  of  any  man,  or  of  any  7iumber  ofmen^ 
if  contradicted  by  Dr.  Hobart  ?"'  Such  an  assertion  may, 
indeed,  evince    the    unbounded    confldencft  which  they 
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have  in  their  leader,  and  may  be  to  him  an  acceptable  re- 
turn for  favours  conferred :  but  I  strongly  suspect  that 
a  general  execration  will  follow  the  avowal  of  such  a 
sentiment,  and  its  authors  be  disgraced  in  the  public  es- 
teem. Does  Dr.  Hobart  stand  clothed  with  such  Vati- 
can importaace,  is  he  invested  with  such  Papal  infallibi- 
lity that  his  ipse  dixit  is  to  be  the  standard  of  truths 
Is  every  man,  whom  he  may  contradict,  to  be  denounc- 
ed as  infamous,  and  unworthy  of  credit?  Are  we  ar- 
rived at  such  a  state  of  things,  that  the  bare  denial  of 
an  individual  is  to  supersede  the  most  solemn  act  that  has 
hitherto  been  devised  for  the  discovery  of  truth  ?  What 
must  be  the  condition  of  society,  when  '  the  oaths  of 
any  number  of  men,'  of  men  whose  character  for  vera- 
city has  never  been  impeached,  are  to  be  prostrated  by 
the  simple  contradiction  of  the  party  accused?  and  what 
(I  repeat  it)  is  the  probability  of  obtaining  justice  from 
persons  who  maintain  such  a  sentiment.*     This  consid- 

«  Some  of  my  readers  will  be  disposed  to  doubt,  wliether  I  may 
not  have  been  misled  on  this  occasion  by  the  representation  of  others  i 
but  I  most  solemnly  declare  that  1  heard  the  s-weeping  declaration, 
above  recited  in  Italifcs,  uttered  and  repeated  by  the  Rev.  Seth  Hart, 
the  sapient  author  of  a  bombastic  certificate  in  Dr.  Hobart's  defence, 
I  should  not  have  noticed  his  rash  assertion  here,  had  I  not  previously 
invited  him  to  retract,  or  at  least  to  modify  it.  His  refusal  to  do  either, 
his  indirect  attempt  thus  to  fasten  on  Mr.  Warner  and  myself  the  charge 
of  perj' try,  will  justify  me  in  giving  publicity  to  such  a  wanton,  un- 
provoked act  of  outrage.  I  feel  this  injury  more  acutely,  because 
Mr.  H.  lies  under  repeated  obligations  to  me.  His  practice  of  bor- 
rowing manuscript  sermons,  by  hundreds,  is  not  confined  to  N.  Ynirk  : 
he  has  preached  (if  I  may  believe  the  testimony  of  his  own  hand- 
writing) several  of  my  own;  and  it  is  mt  easy  to  conceive  how  he 
has  so  suddenly  changed  his  opini  )n  of  the  moral  character  of  one, 
whose  divinity  he  so  lately  inculcated  from  the  pulpit.  But  I  am 
resolved  to  shew — '•  wretch  as  I  am,  and  unworthy  of  the  least 
countenance" — thai  I  yet  possess  some  remains  of  christian  temper, 
and  can  return  good  for  evil ;  I  therefore  take  this  opportunity  of  in- 
forming my  readers,  that  although  Mr.  H.  has  acquired  no  great 
share  of  celebrity  as  a  manufacturer  of  sermons,  yet  no  clergyman  io 
the  diocese  makes  more  or  better  'whisk-broom^  Members  of  the 
church  will  doubtless  give  the  preference  to  this  utensil  when  fabri- 
cated and  sold  by  one  of  their  own  clergy  :  and  they  are  now  in- 
formed that  they  can  be  accommodated,  at  the  shortest  notice,  with 
any  number  of  genuine,  clerical,  ecclesiastical  brooms,  on  applicatloa 
«t  the  parsonage,  N.  Hempstead,  Long-Island. 
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eration  has  induced  me  to  lay  before  my  feadirs,  verbatim 

et  literatim,  the  address  which  I  prepared  to  present  to  the 

convention  :  a  perusal  of    it  will  shew   the   state  of  my 

feelings  at  the   time  of  enditing  it,  and  likewise  serve  to 

diijclose  certain  particulars   which    ought    to    be    made 

known. 

Rev,  and  Respected  Gentlernen, 

Twelve  months  ago  the  sentence  of  my  degradation 
was  officially  announced  to  vou.  During  that  lapse  of 
time,  I  have  taken  no  inconsiderable  pains  to  examine  my 
own  heart,  and  to  obtam  the  opinions  of  others,  on  this  aw- 
ful subject.  The  result  is — that  I  now  make  a  solemn 
appeal  to  you  from  that  sentence. 

Concious  that  I  am  actuated  by  no  unworthy  motives  ; 
recollecting  that  every  person,  with  whom  I  have  con- 
versed on  this  subject,  whether  clergyman  or  layman, 
has  spoken  of  the  proceedings  against  me  in  terms  of  re- 
prehension more  or  less  severe;  recollecting  also  that  I 
have  received  assurance  from  many  others,  both  in  and 
out  of  the  diocese,  that  similar  sentiments  appear  general- 
ly to  prevail ;  I  confess  that  I  make  this  appeal  to  you 
with  no  small  degree  of  confidence. 

You  would  not  be  troubled  with  an  application  of  this 
nature,  did  any  other  mode  of  redress  present  itself. 
In  all  well  ordered  societies  it  is  presumed  that  no"  grie- 
vance is  permitted  to  exist  without  a  remedy*  In  the 
case  now  before  you,  where  can  the  party,  conceiving 
himself  to  be  aggrieved,  apply  for  redress  unless  to  your 
venerable  tribunal?  The  house  of  bishops  has  decided 
that  they  are  not  authorised  to  take  cognizance  of  any 
official  act  of  an  individual  bishop  ;  and  the  Rt.  Rev.  Dr, 
Moore,  in  reply  to  my  application  for  a  revisal  of  the 
proceedings  against  me,  observes  that  he  could  not  com- 
ply with  ray  request,  '  because  there  existed  no  ci^non  to 
*  authorise  such  a  procedure.'  Nothing  more,  therefore, 
is  wanting  in  the  present  and  similar  cases,  than  your  ca- 
nonical appointment  of  a  second  and  higher  tribunal,  at 
which  the  party,  conceiving  himself  to  be  aggrieved,  may 
seek  redress.  In  cases  of  a  civil  nature,  when  the  pro- 
perty of  an  individual  is  concerned,  if  he  conceive  him- 
self to  be  injured  by  the  decision  of  an  inferiour  court, 
he  has  the  privilege  of  referring  his    cause   to  a  supe- 


i-iour  tribunat.  And  shall  a  clergyman,  whose  whole  pr6> 
perty  lies  within  the  narrow  compass  of  a  fair  name  ;  shall 
he,  at  a  single  stroke,  be  deprived  of  the  means  of  sup- 
porting  himself  and  family,  be  doomed  to  endless  ignomi- 
ny, and  this  too  at  a  period  of  life  incapacitating  him 
for  engaging  in  any  new  pursuits  ;  shall  all  this  take 
place  without  the  possibility  of  even  making  an  appeal  ? 
Forbid  it,  mercy  !   forbid  it,  justice  ! 

It  may  be  urged  that  I  can  find  my  remedy  in  a  civil 
action.  Of  this  I  grant  that  I  have  the  most  satisfactory 
assurance  :  but  I  can  not  prevail  on  myself  to  resort  to  so 
painful  an  expedient,  until  every  proper  application  to  the 
authority  of  the  church  shall  have  failed.  My  respect  for 
the  institutions  of  Christianity,  and  especially  for  that  reli- 
gious society  to  which  I  have  been  attached  for  almost 
half  a  century,  will  not  permit  me  wantonly  to  expose  to 
its  enemies  the  manner  in  which  its  discipline  has  lately 
been  administered  in  that  society. 

A  case,  similar  to  my  own,  will  probably  occur  at  no 
very  distant  period.  Among  those  who  hear  this  address 
there  are  some  already  lying  under*  the  ban  of  denuncia- 
tion :  and  the  most  venerable  name  in  the  diocese  is  on  the 
list  of  proscription.  There  are  among  you  persons  who 
understand  and  can  explain  this  intimation.  Whatever 
therefore  may  be  the  issue  of  this  application  for  myself,  may 
mercy  incline  you  to  apply  a  timely  remedy,  in  behalf  of 
those  who  may  hereafter  fall  under  the  same  condemna- 
tion ! 

My  principal  reasons  for  making  this  appeal  to  you 
are  detailed  in  my  late  memorial;  a  copy  of  which  is  ir^ 
closed,  and  which  I  request  may  be  read  in  this  place. 

Many  other  forceful  reasons  may  be  assigned,  but  they 
are  at  present  withholden,  from  a  conviction  that  enough 
has  already  been  advanced  in  favour  of  my  appeal.  One 
circumstance,  however,  ought  not  to  be  omitted  here  :— 
some  time  after  my  sentence  had  been  promulgated,  the 
gentleman  who  presided  at  my  trial  assured  me,  that  if  I 
had  made  a  timely  submission,  (but  he  did  not  say  to 
whom  such  suhjmission  was  to  have  been  made)  the  pre- 
ceedings  against  me  would  have  been  stayed.     As  it  was 
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mpcssible  tor  me  to  have  Icnown  the  fact:  as  it  was  itn- 
.possible  for  me  to  have  fort-seen  that  -^  bishop  would 
solemnly  nominate  mv  judges,  apoint  the  time  and  place 
of  my  trial,  and  then  permit  'Me  proceedings  to  be  drop- 
ped in  case  of  my  submission,!  expressed  my  surprise^ 
how  a  professor  of  peace  and  good  will  toward  men  could 
withhold  from  a'brother  a  commanication  so  highly  im- 
portant to  his  welfare.  His  reply  was — '  that  he  had  not 
*'  an  opportunity  of  informing  me,  as  he  seldom  saw  me.''* 
The  bishop,  a  few  days  afterwards,  confirmed  the  asser- 
tion of  the  above  mentioned  gentleman  :  bui  on  my  again 
complaining  of  the  great  injury  and  wrong  thus  done  un- 
to me,  he  qualified  his  observation  by  saying — that  it  was 
merely  his  own  opinion  that  the  proceedings  might  have 
been  stayed.  Thus  were  my  future  prospects  in  life,  the 
present  means  of  supporting  myself  and  family,  and  with 
them  my  dearer  reputation,  prostrated  by  the  want  of  a 
timely  hint  from  a  christian  brother. 

To  you,  gentlemen  of  the  clerical  order,  I  address  my- 
self in  an  especial  manner.  I  request  you  to  make  my 
case  your  own,  aad  to  attend  to  the  following  facts. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  the  first  intimation  of  any  thing  being 
in  aG:Hation  against  me,  W:JS  contained  in  the  bishop's  letter 
to  me,  nommating  the  judges,  and  the  time  and  place  of 
my  trial. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  .previously  to  such  intimation,  my  ac- 
cusers had  repeatedly  been  in  my  p.^rish  in  search  of  sub- 
jects of  accusation  against  me,  and  had  repeatedly  passed 
my  door. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  in  conducting  said  search,  they  did  not 
confine  themselves  to  the  houses  of  episcopalians,  but 
made  enquiries  among  others  of  various  denominations. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  in  making  those  enquiries  they  betray- 
ed such  a  want  of  common  decorum,  as  to  ex  Jte  the  sur- 
prise and  provoke  the  indignation  ot  several  respectable 
ladies. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  they  conducted  the  prosecution  against 
me  with  a  degree  of  virulence,  ill  comporting  with  the 
character  of  christian  ministers  :  they  even  moved  the 
"ourt  to  issue  a  compiihory  process,  to  detain  me  in  town 
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after  a  very  late  hour  of  the  night,  although  my  family 
could  not  have  been  able  to  account  for  my  aljsence. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  no  attempt  was  ever  made,  by  any 
clergyman,  to  reclaim  me,  by  expostulation,  admonition, 
reproof,  threat,  or  any  other  means. 

It  IS  a  fact)  that  one  of  my  judges  subscribed  the 
sentence  of  degradation,  on  the  avowed  conclusion  that 
all  attempts  to  reclaim  me  had  previously  been  made  in 
vain. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  another  of  my  jurlges  voted  for  a 
punishment  more  severe  than  he  thought  to  be  due,  on 
the  expectation  (if  not  the  assurance)  that  another  of  the 
judges  would  unite  with  him  in  said  vote,  and  thereby 
prevent  a  less  dreadful  sentence. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  the  benevolent  gentleman  above  al- 
luded to,  has  unequivocally  expressed  his  dissatisfaction 
with  the  beginning,  continuation,  and  end  of  the  pro- 
ceedmgs  ;  and  has  declared  to  some  of  his  brethren  in 
my  presence)  that  if  I  could  succeed  in  my  application 
for  redress  it  would  be  a  triumph  to  him. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  the  sentence  of  my  degradation  was 
announced  to  my  family  in  a  most  indelicate  and  even 
barbarous  manner,  by  an  o/j<?n' printed  letter  delivered  to 
my  daughter. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  I  have  been  wantonly  persecuted 
beyond  the  requisitions  of  the  canon  :  my  degradation 
having  been  announced  in  a  certain  vehicle  of  intelli- 
gence, with  the  malicious  design  of  stabbing  the  feelings 
of  my  relations  and  friends  in  a  distant  part  of  the 
world. 

It  is  a  fact)  that  I  have  been  condemned  for  offen- 
ces, of  which  no  ecclesiastical  court  can  take  cogni- 
zance ;  and  of  the  nature  of  which  offences  such  a  court 
is  (in  the  opinion  of  the  best  civilians  and  divines)  in- 
competent to  judge. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  the  statement  of  the  proceedings  at 
my  trial  is  (to  say  the  least  of  it)  an  unfair  representa- 
tion. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  others,  known  by  the  bishop,  by  my 
judgcs)  and  by  my  accusers,  to  be  equally  deserving  of 
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ecclesiastical  censure,  have  been  treated  with  a  degree 
of  lenity  and  forbearance,  to  which  the  rigorous  pro- 
<:eedings  against  myself  exhibit  an  alarming  and  dis-? 
graceful  contrast. 

It  is  a  fact,  that  a  canonist  of  the  first  distinction  in 
the  church  has  decided — that  to  resort  at  once  to  the 
degradation  of  a  clergyman,  without  previous  attempts  to 
retrieve  him,  is  an  antichristian,  unjustifiable  procedure: 
he  compares  it  to  a  parent's  disinheriting  his  child  for 
the  first  ofTence? 

I  could  enumerate  many  other  facts,  known  to  some 
of  your  venerable  body,  and  all  of  equal  importance 
with  those  preceding:  but  at  present  I  forbear.  A  se-p 
vere  indisposition  incapacitates  me  alike  for  thinking  and 
writing:  enough  however  has  already  been  said  (1  pre- 
sume) to  awaken  your  sensibility  to  my  grievances,  and 
to  guide  you  to  certain  inferences.  Rejecting  that  I  am, 
addressing  a  body  of  men  zealously  devoted  to  the  in- 
terest of  the  church,  solicitous  for  the  reputation  of  its 
administration,  tenacious  of  their  own  religious  and  civil 
privileges,  and  eager  to  do  justice  to  others,  I  repose  with 
trembling  confidence  on  your  decision. 

But  whatever  may  be  the  fate  of  this  application,  t 
earnestly  entreat  you,  gentlemen  both  of  the  clergy  and 
of  the  laity,  that  no  censure  may  be  attached  to  any  of 
those  members  of  your  body,  who  may  be  suspected  of 
entertaining  a  friendship  for  me.  I  solemnly  aver  that 
there  exists  riot  an  individual  vyho  has  seen,  or  heard^ 
a  word  of  this  address.  If  I  must  fall  irremediably,  in 
the  names  of  mercy  and  justice  let  me  fall  aloiie  !  God, 
who  knows  my  heart,  knows  that  I  wish  for  no  compaq^ 
ions  in  unmerited  disgrace  and  intolerable  misery. 
With  unbounded  respect  I  am 
Gentlemen, 

Your  much  injured  and  much 
afflicted  servant, 

JNO.  IRELANI^, 

'flvqQklyn<f  October  i,  1 810. 


As  it  is  doubtful  whether  I  shall,  under  the  present 
reign  of  terrour,  trouble  the  state  convention  with  my  com- 
plaints ;  and  as  it  is  probable  that  many  persons  have  been 
led  by  reports  to  entertain  opinions  prejudicial  to  my 
character ;  justice  to  myself  (as  well  as  to  those  who  still 
retain  a  friendship  for  me)  impels  me  to  trouble  my  readers 
with  a  few  further  observations  on  the  charges  lately  exhib- 
ited against  me. 

The  first  charge  was  for  loaning  money  on  usurious 
inter -St.  To  this  charge  I  peremptorly  refused  to  plead, 
and  protested  against  the  authority  of  any  spiritual  court 
to  take  cognizance  of  the  alleged  offence,  until  it  had  been 
previously  established  by  a  civil  tribu7ial.  I  am  no  law- 
yer :  but  with  all  due  deference  for  the  decisions  of  such 
great  men  as  counsellors  Lyell,  How  and  Co.  I  have  the 
best  authority  for  saying,  that  the  transactions  alluded  to 
at  my  trial  were  not  of  an  usurious  nature  ;  and  that  the 
highest  legal  tribunal  in  the  state  has  repeatedly  so  de- 
cided.* The  unblushing  Mr.  Howe  asserts  that  I  was 
in  the  avowed  practice  of  usury  :  and  Dr.  Hobart  with 
equal  effron.aey  maintains,  that  \  not  only  acknow- 
ledged it  in  my  defence,  but  also  endeavoured  completely 
to  justify  it.  Those  who  can  digest  every  thing  advan- 
ced by  this  ''  par  nobile  fratrum"  must  be  at  a  loss  to  de- 
cide, whether  knavery  or  folly  be  the  predominant  ingre- 
dient in  my  character :  but  those  who  know  me  know,  that 
I  am  alike  incapable  of  violating  a  law  of  my  country,  and 
of  justifying  the  commission  ®f  any  forbidden  act.  What 
these  reverend  slanderers  have  been  pleased  tn  denominate 
an  avowal,  an  acknowledgement,  and  a  justification,  is  one 
short  extract  from  a  learned  commentator,  nnd  a  second 
from  Dr.  Hicks  on  the  dignity  of  the  christian  priesthood. 
These  extracts  were  read  by  me  in  the  following  words, 
and  were   the   only  authorities  which  I  quoted. 

"■  The  law  of  usury  seems  to  have  been  peculiar  to  the 
♦  Jewish  state  and  nation,  and  to  have  respected  the  con» 

*  If  any  gentlemen,  who  may  feel  an  interest  either  in  the  deci- 
sion of  the  board  or  in  my  reputation,  will  take  the  trouble  of  making 
Ijitnself  acquainted  with  all  the  pai-ticulars  of  the  case,  I  am  prepare* 
to  give  him  every  requisite  information. 
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f  dition  of  the  borrower:  thit   is,  whether  poverty  occa- 

*  sioiicd  his  borrowing,  or  a  visible  prospect  of  gain  by  em- 

*  ploying  the  money  borrowed'. 

Dr.  Hicks  anticipates  the  following  objection  to  a  posi- 
tion previously  laid  down  by  him  : — '  The  argument  in 
*-  favour  of  spiritual  jurisdiction  will  give  to  the  clergy  the 

*  cognisance  of  all  causes,  even  of  rebellion  ;  and  subject  all 
'  caasei,  public  and  private,  to  their  determination*.     An- 

*  swtfr— '  This  is  as  false,  as  it  is  invidious  :  for  the 
'  church  hath  always  disclaimed  and  renounced  all  right  to 

*  hear  or  try  causes  of  civil  cognizance,  as  not  belonging 
i  to  her  tribunals  and  authority.     The  church,  although 

*  it  is  in  the  world,  yet  is  not  of  the  World  ;  and  her  go- 
'  vernors,  as  such,  have  nothing  to  do  with  worldly  suits 
'  and  trials  ;  nor  as  such,  can  they  judge  of  right  and 
*■  wrong  in  public  or  private  capacities,  except  in  case  of 
'  notoriety  of  fact,  which  require  neither  rvitnesses  nor 

*  prooj.      The  church  hath  power,    after  the  criminal's 

*  trial,  when  the  proof  was  certain  and  undoubted,  to  bring 
'  him  by  the  terrour  of  her  censures  to  repentance.'* 

This  is  a  doctrine  to  which  no  good  churchman  can  be 
opposed:  and  this  (I  believe)  will  be  the  concurrent  testimo- 
ny of  every  sound  divine  and  civilian  who  may  be  con- 
suited  on  the  subject  *'•  Laws"  (says  Dr.  VVitherspoon) 
*'  regarding  things  which  are  arbitrary  in  themselves,  are 
mutable  ;  and  there  is  no  morality  in  them,  but  what  arises 
from  the  present  utility."  Oae  of  our  own  f  judges  lately 
delivered  a  similar  opinion  to  a  jury  :— "  The  object  of 
spiritual  tribunals  is  not  crimes  against  municipal  laws." 
A  celebrated  British  writer  \  on  ecclesiastical  law  con- 
firms this  df^cision : — "  When  the  issue  of  a  matter  "  (says 
'  he)  depending  in  a  spiritual   court  's  to  be  determined  ot 

*  influenced  by  any  statute^  a  prohibition  lieth.     The  rea- 

*  Ml".  How,  with  that  imposing  air  of  confidence  which  charac- 
terizes the  man,  pledged  his  hoiwur  to  the  court  to  prove,  that  no 
such  sentimei  t  was  lo  be  found  in  the  auihor  quoted  by  me.  This, 
from  one  who  most  probably  had  never  heard  of  such  an  author,  was 
rather  a  dashing  undrrtvking-  It  is  scarce  necessary  to  ad<l,  that 
his  pledge  remains  unredeemed,  Does  he  think  it  not  i-^orth  re- 
deeming ? 

■\  De  Witt  Clinton  Esqr.  Mayor  of  N.  York. 

i  Hev,  Dr,  Burn, 


49 

^  son  is,  because  the  temporal  jad^tis  have  the  interpreta- 
'  tion  of  all  statutes,  whether  they  concern  temporal  mat- 
'  ters  or  spiritual :  not  only  all  statutes  whatever  are  to  be 
'  interpreted  by  the  temporal  courts,  but  when  a  statute 
'  is  nnade,  giving  remedy  in  a  matter  oi  ecclesiastical  cogr 

*  nizance,  the  very  making  of  such  statute  doth  ipso  facto 
'  take  the  right  of  jurisdiction  from  the  spiritual  court, 
'  and  transfer  it  to  the  tennporal."  In  the  case  of  arch- 
bishop Bancroft,  the  decision  of  the  judges  was — ''  that 
'  none  may  pursue    in    the    ecclesiastical    court,  for  that 

*  which  the  king's  court  ought  to  hold   plea  of:  but  upon 

*  information  thereof  given  to  the    king's  court,  either  by 

*  the  plaintiff  or  by  any  mere  stranger,  they  are  to  be 
*j&roAi^zf£'fi^/ because  they  deal  in  that  which  appertaineth 
'  not  to  ^Adr  jurisdiction.''  The  same  thu>g  was  declared 
and  adjudged  m  the  court  of  King's  bench,  in  the  case  of 
Worts  and  Clyston.  No  fact  can  indeed  be  more  firm- 
ly established,  than  that  in  G.  Britain  the  only  subjects 
of  spiritual  cognizance  are  such  things  as  are  ^'  mala  in  se  ;'" 
and  that  things  which  are  denominated  '*  male  prohibita  '* 
belong  exclusively  to  tribunals  of  another  description. 
That  usury  is  "  malum  prohibitum,''  and  not  "  malum  iu 

*  se "  is  obvious  to  every  understanding  :  the  statute 
against  it  is  merely  a  municipal  regulation,  temporary^ 
and  mutable :  whereas  the  nature  of  things  which  are 
"  mala  in  se  "  is  unalterably,  irrevocably  fixed  by  God 
himself.  Were  it  necessary  to  conviction  to  dwell  longer 
on  this  topic,  I  might  detail  the  particulars  of  a  case  on 
the  British  records,  of  a  clergyman  who  by  royal  manda- 
mus was  presented  for  consecration  ;  who  was  rejected  by 
the  bishops  on  the  ground  of  being  charged  with  usurious 
practices ;  but  whom  they  were  afterwards  compelled  to 
consecrate,  upon  a  legal  decision  that  a  charge  of  usury 
did  not  come  within  the  sphtre  of  their  jurisdiction.  Biit 
the  case  is  too  clear  to  require  either  comment  or  proof : 
if  spiritual  courts  are  permitted  to  interpret  any  one  statute 
to  assign  its  boundaries,  to  inflict  penalties  under  its  sanc- 
tion, why  may  not  every  statute  in  the  book  be  equally 
subjected  to  their  decission  ?  why  may  not 'a  bench  of 
clergymen,  composed  of  such  men  as  Lyell,  Bowden,  How^ 


50 

Hart  &c.  summon  any  layman  of  the  church  to  appear  be-* 
fore  them,  try  bim  for  treason,  convict  and  punish  him  un- 
der the  statute  ?  Are  my  fellow  citizens  prepared  to  con- 
sent to  establish  such  ^*  imperium  in  imperio,'*  such  "  cu- 
riam in  curia"?  are  these  violations  of  decency  and  ordtr 
to  be  tolerated,  under  a  government  which  professes  to 
secure  to  every  subject  the  protection  of  his  civil  rights  ? 
"  Ne  sutor  ultra  crepidam.'' 

The  feecnnd  charge  of  which  I  was  found  guilty  was^ 
for  refusing  to  deliver  up  the  communion-plate,  the 
church-books,  and  the  church-monies.  This  charge 
malces  a  most  formidable  figure  at  the  first  glance  ;  but 
when  stripped  of  the  ghastful  garb  in  which  art  and  ma- 
lice have  clothed  it,  the  spectre  will  appear  less  terrific. 
Most  unfortunately  for  my  accusers,  the  article  of  the 
communion-plate  was  no  sooner  mentioned,  than,  it  was 
discovered  that  there  was  some  little  mistake  :  the  witnes- 
ses declared  that  I  had  given  up  the  plate  at  the  first  de- 
mand ,  and  the  accusers  humbly  begged  permission  to  ex- 
punge that  part  of  the  chaige.  But  the  mean  device  of 
dignifying  a  memorandum-book  with  the  title  of"  the 
church-books,"  deserves  to  be  particularly  noticed  and 
exposed  :  for  by  this  ingenious  contrivance  many  persons 
were  led  to  conclude,  and  many  do  still  believe,  that  I 
kept  forcible  possession  of  the  bible  and  prayer-book  em- 
ployed in  the  public  performance  of  divine  service  :  where- 
as "  the  church  books''  in  question  consisted  exclusively 
of  a  single  register,  in  which  I  was  in  the  practice  (as  I 
presume  all  ciergjmen  are)  of  inserting  memoranda  of 
transactions  relating  to  the  church.  I  therein  noted,  among 
other  things,  the  sums  which  from  time  to  time  were  col- 
lected at  the  administration  of  the  communion,  and  of 
the  mode  in  which  such  sums  were  distributed  among  p6or 
communicants,   &c.*      This   important  book   was  never 

*  One  of  the  witnesses  stated  at  my  trial,  that  I  never  gave  to 
the  vestry  any  account  of"  the  expenditures  of"  church  money. 
This  statement  had  no  more  connection  with  the  charge  then  before 
tlie  court,  than  if  he  had  declared  that  I  never  frequented  the  theatre: 
yet  Dr.  Hobart  took  good  care  to  insert  it  among  the  proceedings. 
Whtn  I  afterwards  interrogated  the  same  witness,  he  readily  repli- 
ed— I  remember  well  that  Mr  I.  brought  his  register  to  a  vestry- 
me?ting,  for  the  express  purpose  of  exhibiting  his  accounts.  But  as 
this  part  of  the  testimony  did  not  go  to  the  establishment  of  any 
guilt,  it  was  very  naturally  suppressed  by  the  judicious  r^porteri 
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for  a  moment  withholden  from  the  use  of  my  successor! 
he  could  (  and  did  )  command  it  whenever  want^^d  :  it  wias 
in  his  possession  at  the  time  of  my  trial,  and  has  been 
evei  since.  When  I  surrendered  it  to  him,  I  merely  re- 
served to  myself  the  right  of  reclaiming  it,  should  it  ever 
be  wanted  for  my  exculpation.  Of  this  fact  the  court 
were  in  full  possession  ;  and  the  Rev.  Mr.  Feltus  stands 
ready  to  confirm  it,  if  necessary,  by  his  oath. 

The  monies,  which  I  was  accused  of  detaining,  must 
be  considered  as  embracing  two  distinct  sums.  The 
principal  sum  was  the  balance  of  convmunion  money  in 
my  hands  at  the  period  of  resigning  my  cure.  When  the 
committee  called  on  me  for  a  settlement  of  accounts,  I 
produced  my  register,  exhibited  the  items  of  sums  receiv- 
ed and  paid  and  stated  the  exact  balance,  which  I  as- 
sured them  should  be  immediately  deposited  with  their 
new  rector,  conformably  to  the  canon.^  The  committee 
have  indeed  said,  that  I  promised  to  make  the  deposit  so 
soon  as  *'  the  rector  should  be  inducted:"  but  I  take  the 
liberty  of  declaring  that  this  is  a  misrepresentation  of  my 
language  :  that  I  never  mentioned  induction,  that  I  nev^er 
thought  of  induction.  In  proof  of  this,  when  a  membej* 
of  the  vestry  enquired  of  me,  whether  Rev.  Mr.  Felcus 
could  be  considered  as  their  rector  until  he  had  been  in- 
ducted, I  replied  (as  he  well  remembers)  that  were  he 
never  to  be  inducted,  still  I  presumed  that  the  law  would 
recognize  him  as  such,  altho  the  convention  would  not ; 
and  that  it  was  enough  for  me  to  know  that  he  had  been 
chosen  by  the  vestry  to  succeed  me.  In  further  proof^ 
1  actually  made  a  tender  of  this  money  to  Mr.  Feitui^, 
long  before  he  was  inducted,  Mr.  Feltus's  certificate  to 
this  •  ifect  C  the  whole  of  which  was  xvritten  as  well  as  sign^ 
ed  by  himself)  was  read  by  me  to  the  court,  and  then  de- 
posited with  them,  at  their  oxvn  demand.^  for  insertion 
among   their  proceedings.       Dr.  Hobart,  however,   took 

*  It  is  true  that  I  ini^ht  (and  perhaps  ought  to)  have  settled  all 
accounts  with  tl.e  vestry,  as  soon  as  I  resigned.  But  as  I  was  not 
called  upon  until  my  successor  liad  been  chosen,  and  as  a  balance  of 
salary  was  still  due  to  me,  I  did  not  regard  such  a  settlement  as  a 
duty  of  imperious  necessity.  After  the  new  rector  had  been  chosen, 
I  conceived  (and  I  still  do  conceive)  that  he  was  the  only  proper  per- 
son  to  receive  from  me  the  balance  of  communion  money,  agreeably 
to  an  order  of  the  convention. 
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special  care  that  this  important  document  should  never 
appear  again. 

l  he  remaining  money  which  I  was  accused  of  detain- 
ing was,  a  sum  to  me  unknown,  denominated  in  the  re- 
cord *  burial  money.'  Whether  it  amounted  to  ten,  one 
hundred,  or  one  thousand  dollars,  is  an  irrelevant  circum- 
stance :  the  ind.  cency  of  drawing  on  me  a  written  order 
for  any  amount,  until  it  had  been  ascertained  whether  the 
demand  were  just  or  not,  must  be  sufficitntly  apparent. 
This  indecent  demand  I  resisted  :  and  I  am  persuaded 
that  any  clergyman  would  have  resisted  it  in  terms  ex- 
pressive if  equal  indignation  ;  especially  when  it  is  recol- 
lected, that  one  of  the  persons  who  presented  the  demand 
had  this  very  money  in  his  own  pocket.  The  two  per- 
sons   who  called     on  me    have    stated,  *  that    they  only 

*  wanted  the  money  in  my  possession  ;  that  they  did  not  re- 
'collect  my  saying  any  thing  about  the  burial  money,  or 
'  my  pointing  out  any  mistake  in  the  demand.'  Nothing 
can  give  me  more  pain  than  to  be  placed  under  the  ne- 
cessity of  contradicting  any  man's  word  :  but  I  am  com- 
pelled, in  self-defence,  to  do  it  on  this  occasion.  I  posi- 
tively and  most  solemnly  aver  then,  that  I  pointed  out, 
over  and  over  againy  the  objectionable  part  of  their  de- 
mand. Four  persons  belonging  to  my  own  family,  and 
an  accidental  visitor  at  my  house,  overheard  from  an 
adjoming  room  (the  door  was  wide  open)  the  whole  con- 
versation ;  and  retain  a  distinct  recollection  of  particuLirs 
so  interesting  to  them.  Nor  can  the  internal  evidence  of 
the  case  fail  to  produce  conviction  in  the  mind  of  anv  un- 
prejudiced reader.  Can  it  be  supposed  that  I  should  re- 
ceive un  offensive  demand  in  writing,  that  I  should  utter 
veht  ment  complaints  of  such  treatment,  and  hat  I  should 
omit  to  point  directly  at  the  off.  nsive  passagr  ?  Beside?,  it 
was  aihriitted  by  one  of  the  committee,  that*  I  complain- 

*  ed  of  lieing  charged  with  money  which  I  had  never  re- 
'  ceived  ;'  and  by  the  other,  that  '  I  said  they  had  as  much 

*  right  to  demand  my  sideboard.'  To  what,  in  the  name 
of  ordinary  construction,  to  what  could  such  an  observation 
ajjply,  unless  to  their  improper  claim  ?  Could  it  apply  to 
the  conm-union  plate  ?  It  had  already  been  delivered  to 
thi  IV,.  Could  it  apply  to  the  regi'-ter  ?  They  were  assur- 
ed that  it  should  be  sent  to  the  rector.     Could  it  fipplv  t« 
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the  communion  money  ?  I  admitted  that  the  demand  was 
just:  I  stated  to  them  what  the  exact  balance  was;  and 
promised  to  pay  it  into  the  hands  of  Mr.  Feltus,  whom 
I  conceived  to  be  the  only  proper  person  to  receive  it. 

Reluctant  as  I  am  to  detain  the  reader  on  a  subject  so 
little  imeresH.  gto  him,  yet  as  I  have  been  compelled  in 
my  own  defence  to  contradict  the  assertion  of  others,  I  am 
bound  to  prove,  by  every  fair  mean,  the  truth  of  my  own 
statement.  As  actions,  then,  are  said  to  spe^k  more  intel- 
ligibly than  words,  I  will  confront  what  these  gentlemen 
said  with  what  thl-y  did.  They  put  into  my  hands  a  reso- 
lution of  their  vestry,  signed  by  their  secretary,  of  which 
the  following  is  an  exact  copy. 

*'  Resolved,  that  Messrs.  R.  H.  and  Wm.  C.  are  here- 
"  by  appointed  a  committee  to  liquidate  and  receive  the 
*'  communion  money  belonging  to  our  church  :  also  V:  re- 
"  ceive  the  communion  service  plate,  with  the  monies  due 
''^  for  the  interments  as  having  heretofore  been  received  by 
**  the  Rev.  fohn  Ireland^  and ivrach  remained  in  his  hands 
"at  the  time  he  resigned  the  functions  of  his  office  as 
*'  Rector. 

As  it  is  now  admitted  that  I  had  never  received  any  of 
these  nonies,  the  reader  cannot  be  surprised  that  I  should 
have  expressed  my  resentment  at  the  demand  ;  or  that  I 
should  have  repeatedly  complained  of  the  claim  remaining 
in  full  force  against  me,  from  26th  August  1 807  to  28th 
June  1808,  when  it  is  .vGZ(i  to  have  been  retracted.  And 
yet  for  retaining  this  money  which  I  had  never  touched  ; 
for  retaining  a  book  which  had  repeatedly  been  in  the  pos- 
session of  my  successor  long  before  the  vestry  applied  for 
it ,  and  for  retaining  a  sum  whico  I  had  tendered  to  the 
person  who  alone  was  authorised  to  receive  it — was  I  sen- 
tenced by  my  christian  brethren  to  degradation  !  But 
"  the  Lord  zyi//  reward  them  their  doings"  :  and  already 
hath  the  work  of  retribution  begun  among  them. 

The  last  charge  exhibited  against  me  was,  that  I  had 
assailed   a  gentleman*^   with   indecent  language  and  in  a 

*  This  gentleman  Is  described  in  the  charge,  as  b«ing  one  of  the 
vestry  of  St.  Ann's  church.'  The  contrivance  of  my  prosecutors  thus 
to  enhance  my  crims,  by  representinsf  me  as  committing  an  assault  on 
an  officer  In  the  church,  is  almost  too  contemptible  to  be  noticed. 
Of  what  importance  is  it  to  the  public,  or  how  does   it  aggravate  the 
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hostile  manner.  When  my  readers  are  informed  that  "  a 
complete  adjustment  of  all  differences"  had  taken  place 
previously  to  my  trial,  and  that  a  friendly  intercourse  is  still 
niaintained,  between  th;it  gentleman  and  myself,  they  will 
see  the  necessity  of  my  treating  tnis  subject  very  cautious- 
ly and  imperfectly.  The  circumstances  are  briefly  these. 
Mr.  S.  as  secretary  to  the  vestry,  had  drawn  and  signed 
the  offensive  order  alluded  to  in  the  second  charge.  At 
our  fi -st  interview  after  the  order  had  been  presented, 
I  ei^.qaired  how  he  could  have  joined  in  so  indecorous  an 
act.  Deceived  by  the  misrepresentation  of  some  of  his 
colkigaes,  VIr.  S.  did  not  sci'upie  to  asoert  (what  it  was 
impossioie  for  him  to  have  known)  that  the  money  which 
had  been  demanded  had  been  received  by  me?  and  was 
unjustly  detained.  I  resented  (perhaps  wiih  more  warmth 
than  was  necessary)*  this  aggravation  of  an  injury,  and 
resolved  to  hold  no  further  intercourse  with  the  injurious 
party.  Meeting  him  soon  afterwards  at  the  house  of  a 
mutial  friend,  I  proposed  to  retire  ;  but  he  prevented  me 
by  expressing  his  own  resolution  of  withdrawing.  As  he 
was  leaving  the  house,  he  raised  his  voice  and  said — "  If 
I  have  offended  you,  Mr.  Ireland,  I .  am  willing  and  ready 
to  give  you  satisfaction.  '  In  justice  to  Mr.  S's.  subse- 
quent explanation,  I  really  believe  that  he  did  not  design 
to  convey,  iq  these  words,  the  meaning  in  which  I  ac- 

offence,  whether  he  were  a  member  of  a  vestry,  or  a  member  of  a 
jockey  club  ?  Eighteen  months  before  the  event,  here  alluded  to, 
took  place,  the  connection  between  the  vestry  of  St.  Ann's  church 
?ind  'nyseifhad  wholly  ceased. 

•  Bui  £  did  not  give  him  the  lie  direct,  as  one  of  the  witnesses  de- 
clared tha;.  he  had  heard  from  a  person  present  This  declaration  the 
■witness,  after  comiUdng  the  person  present,  found  to  be  erroneous,  and 
wished  to  have  an  opportunity  of  correcting.  1  mentioned  this  cir- 
cumstance to  Dr.  B  Moore,  both  verbally  and  in  my  written  memo- 
rial :  but.  he  seemed  to  think  it  unworthy  of  his  regard-  In  forming 
this  opinion  (as  indeed  almost  all  others)  Dr.  M.  doubtless  received 
liis  cue  from  Dr,  Hobart ;  who  in  his  defence  represents  the  witness 
as  having  declared  to  him  (Dr.  H)  *  that  the  only  part  of  his  testimo- 
*  ny  whicU  he  discovered  to  be  incorrect,  was  an  unimportant  partic- 
'  ulai-.'  The  witness  authorises  me  to  say — that  lie  never  made  any 
such  declaration  to  Dr.  H.  and  that  h'  never  entertained  guch  an  opin- 
ion. No  man,  indeed  (except  Dr.  Hobart)  could  deem  it  unitnportant 
whether  I  did,  or  did  not,  depart  so  widely  from  that  line  of  deport- 
ment vhich  decency  prescribes^  and  to  whicl^  T  have  airways  habitn 
Jill^  adhered, 
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cepted  them:  but  in  the  moment  of  irritation  I  under-, 
stood  them  (as  upon  ordinary  occasions  they  would 
doubtless  be  understood  by  any  man)  as  implying  a  direct 
challenge.  The  scene  which  followed  is  not  very  inaccu- 
rately described  in  the  record  of  my  trial.  I  have  evef 
since  deplored  this  act  of  indiscretion,  and  now  leave  the 
enormity  of  its  guilt  to  be  estimated  by  the  candid  reader» 

But,  while  I  readily  admit  that  nothing  can  be  advanc- 
ed in  justification,  is  there  nothing  to  be  said  in  extenu- 
ation ?  Is  no  allowance  to  be  made  for  feelings,  which, 
education  and  habit  have  rendered  doubly  acute,  and 
which  have  been  little  inured  to  trials  of  this  nature  ?  Is  it 
no  palliation  to  be  taken  by  surprise,  to  be  attacked  in  an 
unguarded  moment,  to  be  betrayed  by  a  constitutional  in- 
firmity ?  Where  is  the  man  who  is  not  conscious  of  mo- 
ments of  weakness,  which,  if  improved  by  the  tempter, 
would  terminate  in  his  temporary  disgrace  ?  Let  such  a  man 
(if  such  there  be)  cast  the  first  stone  at  me  ;  but  should 
the  missile  prove  ineffectual,  such  is  the  judgement  which 
I  have  formed  of  human  nature,  that  I  should  feel  no  ap- 
prehensions from  a  second  assailant. 

But  it  is  unnecessary  to  appeal  to  the  sensibility  of  my 
readers  ;  I  know  how  every  man  would  be  affected  upon 
such  an  occasion.  Let  me,  then,  rather  devote  one  mo- 
ment to  those  who  pronounced  so  severe  a  sentence  on 
this  act  of  indiscretion.  Would  they  all  have  deported 
themselves  very  differently  under  similar  circumstances  ? 
Has  not  one  of  them  confessed  (while  discussing  this 
very  point)  that  had  not  his  sons  forcibly  restrained  him, 
*  he  should  have  broken  every  bone  in  a  certain  person's 
'  body?'  Have  I  not  frequently  heard  Dr.  B.  Moore  de- 
tail, with  infinite  humour,  the  particulars  of  the  prowess 
displayed  by  his  reverend  friend*  of  pugilistic  memory  ? 
Nay,  have  I  not  heard  him  dilate  with  all  the  enthusi- 
asm of  a  Cribb,  a  Mollneux,  or  a  Belcher,  on  the  ma- 
nual exploits  of  a  Right  Rev.  gentleman,  who  held,  as  long 
as  he  lived,  the  first  place  in  the  Doctor's  love   and   es- 

*  The  Rev.  Mr. — of  A —  was,  while  he  lived,  the  confi- 
dential friend,  the  *■  Magnus  Apollo,"  the  "  omnis  homo"  of  Dr.  M  : 
who  never  appeared  in  such  ecstacies,  as  while  this  pupil  of  Men- 
doza  was  displaying  his  enorsnous  fists,  j.nd  recounting-  the  dread 
'^iflects  of  their  application. 
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teem  :  does  not  Dr.  Hobart  himself  promise  to  rival 
*  The  chicken'  in  feats  of  hardihood  aiid  valour  ?  Has 
he  not  called  his  colleague  *  coward' '  brandished'  his  braw- 
ny arm  over  the  little  man's  head,  ;>iid  put  himself  in  a 
posture  to  "  to  punish  him  ^*'  Whence  is  it  that  these  ^r^a^ 
men  sliould  be  entitled  to  applause  for  deeds  of  actuai  vi- 
olence (committed,  in  one  instance,  on  the  body  of  anothi- 
er  clergyman,  and  in  the  presence  of  a  numerous  collec- 
tion of  the  clergy)  while  a  mere  sciolist,  a  very  tyro,  fol- 
lowing '  baud  passibus  sequis'  is  doomed  to  condemna- 
tion ?  Su'-ely  these  things  ought  not  so  to  be.  Has  Astiaea 
then  quitted  the  gross  atmusphere  of  the  lower  regions  ? 
and  IS  she,  indeed,  gone  to  re-inhale  tre  purer  air  of  her 
native  skies  ?  Godd.:-ss  farewell  !  may  we  meet  in  an- 
other and  a  better  wr-f  id. 

Thus  have  I,  with  all  that  ingenuousness  which  has 
hitherto  marked  my  walk  thro'  life,  laid  before  the  public 
the  full  front  of  my  offending.  What  sentence  awijits 
this  my  appeal  to  the  moht  av/ful  tribunal  on  earth,  I  ven- 
ture not  to  foretel :  but  I  repose  with  '  trembling  hope' 
on  the  conviction  that  my  pre^^ent  judges  are  nnpartial, 
and  that  no  improper  bi  s  will  make  them  swerv*-  from 
the  line  of  rectitude,  in  their  decision.  The  publi'  sel- 
dom judge  amiss,  when  no  concealment  is  practised,  when 
the  subject  of  discussion  is  laid  before  them  without  art 
or  disguise.  I  therefore  expect,  with  no  little  confidence, 
that  this  my  "appeal  unto  Cesar"  will  be  proJuctive  of 
a  decfee  less  severe,  than  that  which  has  issued  from  a 
benchof  implacable  J  ws. 

An  important  question  (so  far  as  importance  can  be  at- 
tached to  the  subject  of  these  sheets  )  suggests  itself  here 
— W-'hence  is  it  that  four  clergymen  could  prosecute  with 
sucli  rt-lentless  cruelty,  and  xXvdifour  others,  with  a  bishop 
at  their  head,  could  agree  to  punish  with  such  unparalleled 
severity,  a  man  who  describes  himself  as  more  sinned 
apaiust,  than  sinning  ?  The  answer  to  this  enquiry  must 
be  sought  from  those  who  were  concerned  in  this  scheme 
of  proscription.  For  my  own  part,  I  am  destined  to  '  grope 
« in  the  dark,'  until  I  shall  be  brought  to  confront  my  ac- 
cusers at  the  bar  of  a  righteous  God.  Then  indeed,  will 
the  secrets  of  all  hearts  be  disclosed,  and  then  shall  every 
njotive  to  cvcrv  lutrnan  action  be  derclopcd.    In  the  mean 
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time  I  must  sit  down  contented  with  such  imperfect  lights, 
as  the  nature  of  the  case  will  afforcJ.  Vaiious  are  the  con- 
jecturt^s  which  I  have  heard  hazarded  on  the  subjccu  Some 
of  them  are  such  as  I  can  not  repeat  without  the  imputa- 
tion of  vanity :  but  vhey  generally  meet  in  this  central 
point— that  a  powerful  combination  has  been  formed,  for 
the  purpose  of  expelling  all  independence  of  mind  and 
conduct,  all  talents,  learning,  and  piety,  from  the  diocese. 
Is  there  a  man  so  sturdy  as  to  refuse  the  customary  to- 
kens of  homage,  exacted  by  the  lordly  Haman  i  The  dogs 
of  war  areslipped  againstthe  d»  voted  victim, who, if  he  had 
a  thousand  lives,  must  forfeit  them  all  to  their  ruthless 
rage.  Is  a  candidate  for  orders  discovered  to  possess 
superiour  talents  or  acquirements  i  The  dread,  lest  certain 
characters,  high  in  dignity  and  power,  should  serve  as  foils 
to  so  bright  a  gem,  is  an  insuperable  bar  to  his  success 
'hi  the  church,  Is  a  clergyman  known  to  pray  in  his  fam- 
ily ?  He  is  instantly  denounced  as  one  in  whom  no  confi- 
dence can  be  placed  !  Is  he  known  to  pray  out  of  his  fami- 
ly ?  The  unpardonable  sin  is  noted  down  and  ceaseless 
persecution  awaits  the  bold  innovator.  What  is  it  that  has 
obr^ained  for  Mr.  Lyell's  congregation  the  enviable  eulo- 
gviattiy  pronounced  by  Dr.  Hobart  ?  The  desertion  of 
hun  ireds  of  its  most  valuable  members,  and  the  expulsion 
of  all  those  evidences  of  piety  which  were,  of  late  its  most 
honoural-iie  characteristics. 

A  love  of  justice,  a  regard  for  the  reputation  of  the. 
church  and  her  ministry,  could  7iot  have  been  the  motives 
Which  actuated  the  parties  concerned  in  my  prosecution 
and  sentence.  Thn  se  principles  produce  an  uniformity  of 
character,  a  consistency  of  conduct.  But  is  it  consistent  to 
stride  over  a  a  mountain  of  enormity,  and  to  stumble  at 
a  molehill  of  delinquency  ?  Did  not  Dr.  B.  Moore  him- 
self ihform  me,  that  ore  of  my  prosecutors  had  been  charg- 
ed with  immorality,  with  lying?  Did  he  not  add  that  the 
charge  had  been  exhibited  to  him  both  by  clergymen  and 
laymen,  and  that  he  had  been  urged  to  give  the  accusers 
an  opportunity  of  substantiating  the  charge  I  Did  not  the 
same  Right  Rev.  gentleman  inform  me,  that  one  of  his 
presbyters  had  been  accused  before  him,  of  exacting  five 
dollars  for  administering  the  sacrament  to  a  dying  wo- 
man ?  And  has  not  this  good  bishop,  since  the  exhibition 
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of  the  complaint?  recommended  that  presbyter  to  a  cutt 
which  he  now  holds  in  the  diocese  ?  Is  a  habit  of  daily- 
intoxication  a  venial  offence  ?  and  is  speaking  unadvisedly 
with  the  lips  a  deadly  sin  ?  Where  lurked  a  regard  for 
the  reputation  of  the  church  and  her  ministry?  while  the 
colleague,  the  constant  companion,  the  bosom  friend  of 
Dr.  B,  Moore>  was  permitted  to  reel  through  the  streets 
of  New  York,  and  to  stagger  into  the  pulpit  of  Trinity 
church,  while  both  hands  and  eyes  too  plainly  betrayed 
the  preceding  night's  debauch  ?  Is  an  unfounded  charge, 
of  receiving  more  interest  than  a  statute  allows,  to  be  pun- 
dished  capitally  ?  and  is  the  constant  practice,  of  violating 
a  divine  statute  against  intemperance,  a  peccadillo  unworthy 
of  notice  ?  Have  no  such  offenders  been  known  to  the 
gentleman  who  presided  at  my  trial,  or  to  him  who  pro- 
nounced my  sentence  ?  Was  it  not  straining  at  a 
gnatj  to  punish  without  mercy  a  clergyman,  whose  only 
crime  was  a  momentary  ebullition  of  anger  ?  and  was  it  not 
swa  lowing  a  camel,  to  receive  with  every  mark  of  hos- 
pitality,  respect  and  esteem,  another  who  was  openly 
living  m  a  state  of  adultery  ?  a  rcrlsal  of  what  I  have  al- 
ready written  under  this  head  fills  me  with  horror  and 
disgust  J  and  I  start  with  affright  at  the  very  outlines  of 
a  picture  which  I  had  undertaken  to  draw.  This  must  be 
my  apology  for  dropping  the  pencil. 

Nor  was  it  a  dread,  lest  I  might  interfere  with  the  de- 
signs of  a  rival,  which  actuated  my  prosecutors  and  pro- 
duced my  sentence.  Six  years  ago  I  had  discovered, 
that  a  certain  young  man  of  lofty  pretensions  had  associa- 
ted with  '  seven  other  spirits'  as  factious  as  himself  ;  had 
put  himself  at  the  head  of  the  party  ;  had  insinuated  him- 
self nto  the  good  graces  of  a  certain  dignified  personage  9' 
had  contrived  to  drive  from  the  ear  and  confidence  of  the 
latter,  all  who  would  not  subserve  his  own  views  ;  had 
formed  a  plan  for  filling  with  his  minions  every  vacancy  in 
the  church ;  and  had  proscribed,  not  only  those  who 
might  stand  in  the  way  of  his  aggrandizement,  but  such 
also  as  refused  to  fall  into  his  train.  No  sooner  had  I 
mad?  this  discovery,  than  I  withdrew  myself  as  much  a& 
possible  from  the  scenf*  of  turmoil,  in  the  hope  that  a  life 
of  privacy  and  seciusun  would  exempt  me  from  the 
effects    of  envy,  hatred,  or  malice.      I    declined   every 


HiVerture  of  exchange  with  my  brethren  of  N.  York  atid 
gradually  retired  from  all  their  councils.  I  made,  however, 
two  or  three  attempts  to  rescue  nty  once  much  respect- 
ed friend,  Dr.  B.  Moore,  from  the  danger  that  awaited 
him.  Conscious  that  a  plaa  *  was  laid  for  readering  his 
administration  ridiculous  and  odious,  I  advised  him  to  re- 
admit to  his  confidence  other  counsellors  and  friends* 
But  he  was  so  completely  fascinated,  that  he  could  not 
make  an  effort  to  throw  off  the  chain  by  which  he  was 
bound,  altho  he  complained,  that  it  already  began  to  gall 
him  :  and  I  was  compelled)  with  infinite  reluctance,  to  re 
sign  him  to  his  fate.  Nor  were  my  efforts  to  ward  off 
my  own  destiny  more  successful  ;  the  conductor,  which 
I  had  so  carefully  erected  over  my  humble  dwelling,  in- 
stead of  adding  to  my  security,  conveyed  the  lightning  to 
the  very  spot :  my  refusal  to  join  in  the  work  of  d -ath,  was 
the  very  signal  for  my  own  destruction.  About  three 
years  ago,  circumstatices  of  a  private  nature  seemed  to  re- 
quire my  presence  in  Europe.  I  resigned  my  charge  in 
Brooklyn.  The  state  of  public  affairs,  at  this  period, 
rendering  an  European  voyage  hazardous,  I  (engaged  fof 
an  indefinite  term  to  supply  the  vacancy  in  Jamaica. 
After  devoting  som  months  to  this  duty,  I  resolved  to 
pay  a  visit  to  my  friends  m  S.  Carolina,  among  whom  I 
passed  a  winter  On  my  return  to  this  diocese  I  led  a  life 
of  perfect  retirement ;  interfered  with  no  man's  labours  ; 
interrupted  no  man's  views  ;  and  declined  three  proposals 
for  settling  in  vacant  parishes.  Mention  is  made  in  one  of 
the  late  pamphlets  (it  matters  not  which)  of  some  unhappy 
consequences  to  be  apprehended  from  my  expected  set- 
tleixient  in  Jamaica.  To  what  consequences  the  vvriter 
alludes,  I  know  no  more  than  any  one  of  my  readers; 
perhaps  he  means  only  to  say,  that  my  settlement  there 
w@uld  have  excluded  one  of  Dr.  Hobart's  dependents. 
But,  *' Davus  sum,  non  Oedipus  ;'' I  pretend  not  to  un- 
derstand the  cabalistic  language  of  our  ecclesiastical  cab- 
inet      I  have  reason  to   (relieve  that  I  was  respected  and 

*  That  Messrs.  Hobart  and  How  held  Bishop  M.  in  utter  con- 
terapt,  and  that  they  had  the  effrontery  to  speak  of  his  conduct  in. 
terms  of  disrespect,  is  ^as  1  am  informed^  susceptible  of  proof  by  a 
venerable  clergyman,  who  resides  within  a  hundred  miles  of  St'. 
-Paul's  church,  N.  York. 
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esteemed  in  Jamaica,  and  that  no  apprehension  was  thfre 
entertained  of  unhappy  consequences  to  result  from  my 
residence  in  that  parish  :  on  the  contrary,  the  proposals 
made  to  me  by  some  respectable  and  influential  mem- 
bers of  that  congregation  (but  which  I  declined)  led  me 
to  suppose  that  my  clerical  services  would  be  acceptable 
to  them.  While  I  was  thus  reposing  in  imaginary  secur- 
ity under  my  own  vine  and  figtree,  enjoying  the  comforts 
of  seclusion,  and  anticipating  some  peaceful  days  to  come, 
suddenly  a  cloud  broke  over  my  head,  and  the  bolt  fell  ; 
not  a  speck  had  previously  marked  the  heavens,  nor  was 
there  even  a  flash  to  prepare  me  for  the  tremendous  ex- 
plosion :  a  letter  from  Dr.  B-  Moore  announced  that 
my  days  were  numbered,  and  that  I  must  prepare  myself 
to  be  offered  up,  a  victim  to  the  malice  of  unseen  and 
unknown  foes. 

But  it  is  in  vain  to  perplex  the  reader  or  myself  with 
conjectures  and  surmises :  the  motives  of  my  accusers 
will  never  be  made  known,  (unless  the  consciences  of 
some  of  them  should  constrain  them  to  cry  out)  until  the 
day  of  final  retribution  will  bring  to  light  every  deed  of 
darkness.  Nothing  is  more  easy  than  to  shew,  what  the 
motives  were  not ."  but  to  shew  what  they  xvere^  requires  a 
knowledge  which  few  possess,  a  knowledge  of  the  arcana 
of  the  Vatican. 

If  I  have  succeeded  in  establishing  one  fact,  viz  :  that 
the  proceedings  against  me  are  unwarrantable,  I  flatter 
cayself  that  I  have  succeeded  no  less  irj  establishing  an- 
other^ viz:  that  Mr.  Jones's  assertion  (of  the  existence - 
in  this  diocese  of  a  system  of  violence^  intolerance,  ty- 
ranny and  oppression)  is  true,  and  that  I  am  a  living 
instance  of  its  truth.  To  myself  it  is  perfectly  imma- 
terial, whether  Mr.  Lyell,  or  Dr.  Hobart,  or  Dr.  B. 
Moore  be  at  the  head  of  this  system  :  but  its  existence 
is  as  well  ascertained,  as  the  existence  of  the  sun  in  the 
firmament.  Mr.  Jones  has  taken  some  pains  to  convince 
the  public,  that  the  person  who  has  brought  the  church 
into  its  present  state  of  temporary  disgrace,  who  has 
occasioned  the  distraction  that  now  pervades  the  dio- 
cese, is  no  other  than  Dr.  Hobart.  This  measure  on  the 
part  of  IVlr.  Jonts  might  be  necessary  in  behalf  of  those 
who  reside  at  a  distance  from  the  sc^ne  of  action:  but 
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in  N.  York  and  its  neighbourhood  the  fact  is  too  noto- 
rious to  require  proof.  If,  however^  there  be  any  who 
still  doubt  of  the  ascendency  which  Dr.  Hobart  has 
gained  over  the  mind  and  conduct  of  Bishop  Moore,  or 
of  the  supreme  control  which  he  exercises  over  all  the 
affairs  of  the  church  in  this  state,  let  them  once  more  di- 
rect their  attention  to  Mr.  Ly ell's  certificate,  respecting 
the  origin  of  the  charge  brought  against  Mr.  Feltus.  It 
will  there  appear  that  Bishop  Moore  had  not  resohition 
enough  to  take  a  single  step  in  the  affair,  without  pre- 
viously consulting  Dr.  Hobart.  He  therefore  proposed 
to  accompany  Mr.  L.  to  Dr.  H's  sick  room,  where  this 
triumvirate,  Mr.  Lyell,  Dr.  Hobart  and  Bishop  Mo  ore ^ 
agreed  that  a  statement,  of  Mr.  Feltus's  imputed  impro- 
priety of  conduct  should  be  presented  to  one  of  their  own 
number,  viz  :  to  Bishop  Moore  j  who  thus  joined  in 
drawing  up  an  accusation  which  was  to  be  laid  before 
himself^  and  on  which  himself  was  to   pass  judgement : 

*  Dr.  Hobart*s  agency  in  the  business  arose  from  the  above 

*  interview  with  the  bishop.' 

Should  this  instance  (published  with  the  apparent  de- 
sign of  proving  Bishop  M.'s  imbecility)  fail  to  produce 
conviction,  I  will  here  detail  some  particulars  of  the  last 
interview,  which  took  place  between  the  last  mentioned 
gentleman  and  myself.  If  the  perusal  do  not  convince 
those  who  have  hitherto  remained  in  doubt,  neither  will 
they  be  persuaded  though  one  were  to  appear  to  them 
from  the  dead. 

I  had  written  a  letter  to  Dr.  B.  Moore,  which,  in  order 
to  prevent  the  possibility  of  interception^  I  had  determined 
to  put  into  his  own  hands.  I  found  him  in  his  study,  in 
conversation  with  another  clergyman.  After  apologizing 
for  interruption,  I  entered  on  the  subject  of  my  letter  ;  ad- 
verted to  the  cruel  treatment  which  I  had  lately  experien- 
ced ;  complained  of  Dr.  M.'s  own  unkind  conduct  towards 
me  ;  and  concluded  with  a  request  that  he  would  appoint 
the  time  and  place.for  a  future  and  more  important  inter- 
view, in  the  presence  of  two  or  three  mutual  friends.  Hr, 
M.  was  melted  by  the  representation  which  I  made  of  my 
sufferings  :  my  complaint  not  only  entered  into  his  ears, 
but  descended  into  and  softened  his  beart.  The  man  was 
himself  again  :  he  promised  to  see  noe  in  his  own  study,  at 
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10  o'clock  tbfi  next  morning,  when  atl  company  should 
be  excluded,  except  such  persons  as    I  might  bring  with 
me,     I»»  virtut  of  this  engagement,  1  requested  a  friend  to 
meet  me  at  the  time  and  place  appomted.     I  then  called 
at  the  house  of  another,   to  whom  I  made   a  sitnilir  re- 
quest :  but  the  latter  gentleman  was  of  opinion  that  I  had 
acted  indiscreetly  in  consenting  to  an  interview,  at  which 
none  but  myself  and  my  immediate  friends  were    to  be 
present.     He  therefore  urged  me  to  return,  and  to  insist 
(as  I  had   r)riginaUy  proposed)  that  Dr.  M.  should  be  at- 
tendL'd  by  an  equal  number  of  his  own  friends.     On  en- 
|:ering  Dr.  M.'s  study,  I  found  him  sitting  with  Messrs* 
Hohart   and    How.     He  received   me   with  an  inflamed 
(Countenance,  every  ftature  of  wkich  was  distorted  by  rage. 
He  .ose  from  his  seat,  and  insisted  upon  my  quitting  him 
instantaneously.       Amazed  at   finding  the  lamb  so  sud- 
denly transformed  into  a  lion,  I  confess  that  I  was  discon- 
certed, and  at  a  loss  how  to  act.     I  ventured,  however,  to 
state  the  cause  of  my  unexpected  return,  and  was  proceed- 
ing to  assign  my  I**" ason  for  wishing  the  attendance  of  some 
of  hts  own  friends,  when  Mr.  How  suddenly  arose  and  ad- 
vanced towards  us,  with  a  look   and   a  gesture  indicating 
hostility.  Dr.  M.  observing  himself  thus  powerfully  sup- 
ported,   abruptly  interiupted  me,  declared  his    resolution 
pot  to  listen  to  any  reasons,  and  concluded  with  saying-^ 
Tell  your  friends  that  I  will  consent  to  no  interview  either 
with  them  or  with  vourself.     When  I  had  gained  the  en- 
try, I  turned  and  asked — '  Do  I  indeed  understand  you. 
Dr.   Moore  ?  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  will  violate 
your  promise,  that  you  will  break  the  engagement  which 
you  ^nade  with  me  this  morning,  and  on  which  I  have 
acted  i^  The   plain  language  of  this    question   staggered 
him  :  he  appeared  to  bf  greatly  perplexed.     But  the  voice 
of  his  prompter  xvithi?i  soon  roused  him,  and  with  a  fal? 
tering  tongue  he  pronounced— r*  yes  ;  you  understood  me 
aright.'     I  thought  this  an  instance  of  rather  hard  ridings 
and  left  the  house  with  a  mental  prayer—that  God  would 
fit  th.  b^ick  to  its  burden, 

I  'nust  now  be  yjermitted  to  bring  into  one  point  of  view 
the  substance  (so  far  as  it  more  immediately  relates  to  my^ 
gelf)  of  the  preceding  pages,  and  to  close  t]ie  painful  an^ 
disgusting  scene.  v 
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The  late  p/roceedings  against  me  are  invalid — not  merer 
ly  because  they  originated  in  ungodly  motives,  nor 
because  they  are  cruel,  oppressive,  tyrannical,  uapar- 
ralleled— but 

1.  Because  they  palpably  violate  the  letter  and  spirit  of 
the  gospel  rule,  which  is  paramount  to  all  rules,  canons 
and  decrees  whatsoever:  (Mat.  I8thch.  15th.  and  following 
verses,  explained  by  Potter  and  other  expositors.)  ••  Sen- 
tence ought  not  to  be  given  by  a  spiritual  court  without 
previous  admonition  :'  (Bishop  Gibsons's  code  of  eccles. 
laws)  Appeals  have  been  made  from  sen]tencrs  of  suspen- 
on,  as  •  unjust  for  virant  of  a  canonical  admonition.'  (Arch- 
bishop  \rundel*s  register.) 

2.  Because,  they  are  at  variance  with  the  articles  of  the 
church  :  '  the  church  ought  not  to  decree  any  thing  against 
holy  writ.'  (  art.  20.) 

3.  Because,  two  of  the  charges  exhibited  against  nae 
were  not  cognizable  before  a  spiritual  tribunal :  one  of 
them  referred  to  usurious  transactions  ;  the  other  to  a  de- 
mand made  by  a  body  corporate  on  an  individual,  being  a 
matter  of  *meum  and  tuum  :'  but  an  ecclesiastical  court 
has  no  authority  to  act  under  a  statute,  nor  lo  decide  ques- 
tions of  a  civil  nature.  (Hicks,  Burns,  &c.  &c.) 

4.  Because  the  third  charge  was  not  established  by  the 
requisite  number  of  witnesses  :  the  canon  expressly  re- 
quires that '  no  charge  be  considered  as  established  on  a 
testimony  of  less  than  two  witnesses  ;'  whereas,  in  sup- 
port of  the  third  charge  o}ie  witness  only  appeared. 

Because  the  staremeat  of  the  proceedings,  on  which 
the  sentence  was  grounded,  is  a  tissue  of  wilful  omission, 
misrepresentation,  and  falsehood  :  whereas  the  copy  of  the 
record  to  be  laid  before  the  bishop,  conformably  to  the 
canon,  ought  to  contain  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and 
nothing  but  the  truth  :  if  the  foundation  fail,  the  super- 
structure can  not  stand. 

5.  Because  the  punishment  of  degradation  can  not^ 
agreeably  to  the  established  usage  of  the  church,  be  inflict- 
ed for  such  crimes  as  were  imputed  to  me.  '  It  was  not 
says  St.  Austin,  '  all  manner  of  failings  that  hindered 
*  men's  ordmation  at  first ;  for  if  it  were  required,  as  a 
^  qualification  in  persons  to  be  ordained,  that  they  should 
■f  be  without  sin,  all  men  must  be  rejected  and  none  ordain^ 
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'  ed;  since  no  man  lives  without  sin  :  but  it  is  only  required 

*  that  ihey  should  be  blameless  with  respect  to  scandalous 

*  offences.     And  this  was  the  rule  which  the  church  ob- 

*  served  in  canvassing  the  lives  of  her  clergy  after  ordina- 

*  tioriy  when  they  were  actually  engaged  in  her  service ; 

*  ii  was  not  every  lesser  failing  or  infirmity  (such  as  hasty 

*  anger  &c.)   that  was  punished  with   degradation  j   but 
only  crimes  of  a  deep  die,  such  as  theft,  fraud,  murder, 

*  perjury,  sacrilege,  fornication  and  adultery.'  (Bingham's 
antiq.  Chr.  cb.) 

6.  Because,  the  board  which  tried  me  was  an  infor-* 
mal,  unauthorised}  illegal  body  :  they  derived  their  j&re- 
tended  authority  from  one  who  had  no  power  to  consti- 
tute a  bench  of  judges    (Barlow,  Burns,    Bingham  &c.) 

7.  Because,  the  sentence  was  pronounced  illegally  : 
*"*  The  sentence  must  be  pronounced  in  the  presence  of 
both  parties ;  Qthe.rvi\%&  sentence  given  in  the  absence  of 
one  of  the  parties  is  void**  (Gib.  eccle,  code) 

8.  Because,  the  sentence  was  pronounced  by  a  man 
who  had  no  more  authority  for  holding  an  ecclesiastical 
court,  than  for  holding  a  court  of '^  Oyer  and  Terminer.'* 

Here  are  eight  distinct  reasons,  any  one  of  which  is  of 
itself  sufficient  to  vacate  the  sentence  of  my  degradation  : 
combined,  they  exhibit  irresistible  proof  of  the  violence, 
of  the  wickedness,  that  has  been  practised  against  me. 
To  prevent  a  recurrence  of  these  outrages  j  to  expose  that 
spirit  which  wants  nothing  hut  the  power,  to  establish  an 
inquisition  in  this  diocese  ;  to  defeat,  in  some  degree, 
the  plans  of  that  formidable  aristocracy  which  has  been 
erected  in  this  section  of  the  P.  E.  Church  ;  and  to  dis- 
play some  of  its  prmcipal  members  in  their  genuine 
colours  ;  these  are  the  considerations  which  have  com- 
pelled me  (God  knows,  and  some  of  my  friends  knov/, 
that  it  is  with  infinite  reluctance)  to  make  a  disclosure 
of  particulars,  which  nothing  but  imperious  necessity 
could  have  extorted  from  me.  I  am  fully  aware  that  I 
have  done  a  deed,  which  may  alienate  a  few  of  my  friends, 
and  which  can  not  fail  to  bring  d^^wn  upon  me  some  pow- 
erful enenries  :  but  conscious  of  the  rectitude  of  my  in- 
tentions, conscious  that  no  selfish  motives  have  swayed 

*  This  judicious  regulation  was  adopted  for  the   express  purpose 
I5f  defeating  star-chamber  intrigues  and  other  midnight  machuiatioDs. 
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me,  conscious  that  the  welfare  of  the  church  is  my  sole 
object,  I  look  for  defence  in  the  approbation  of  a  dis- 
cerning public.  *  If  they  do  these  things  in  the 
green  tree,  what  will  they  not  do  in  the  dry'  i  If  such 
be  the  state  of  our  church  in  the  infancy  of  her  esta- 
blishment in  this  country,  what  may  we  not  expect  from 
her  progress,  from  her  advancement  to  maturity  ?  Nag's- 
head  ordinations,  star-chamber  councils,  Smithfield  con- 
flagrations, will  be  the  signs  of  her  approaching  decrepi- 
tude, and  our  *  Israel  Will  be  a  proverb  and  a  by-word 
among  all  people.'  Scarcely  is  there  a  clergyman  in  this 
diocese  who  now  dares  to  act  on  independent  principles  ; 
and  the  language  of  one  of  them,  on  a  late  occasion,  may 
with  strict  propriety  be  adopted  by  many  more—-/  can 
never  return  to  my  parish  unless  I  vote  for  Dr  Hohart, 
Better,  far  better  for  the  interests  ot  the  church,  if  the 
enormous  wealth  of  a  certain  corporation  were  buried  in  the 
depths  of  the  sea,  than  that  the  clergy  should  be  subjected 
to  a  baneful  influence,  by  which  their  minds  are  shackled, 
their  principles  are  perverted,  and  their  usefulness  is  di- 
minished. But  this  a  topic  in  the  discussion  of  which 
thousands  are  more  interested  than  myself,  and  to  their 
serious  deliberation   I  therefore  leave  it. 

I  now  enter  this  my  public  protest  (I  have  already  en- 
tered a  private  one)  against  all  and  singular  the  late  un- 
just proceedings  against  me,  as  also  against  all  the  parties 
concerned  therein:  and  I  thus  publicly  and  solemnly  as- 
sert my  claim  to  the  character  and  privileges  of  a  pres- 
byter of  the  P,  E.  Church  in  these  states,  in  complete 
standing  as  heretofore,  and  as  fully  competent  to  dis- 
charge all  the  duties  appertaining  to  my  office. 

P.  S,  Gladly  would  I  now  lay  down  the  pen,  were  it  not 
expected  that  I  should  notice  some  remarks  respecting 
me  in  Dr.  Hobart's  defence.  A  full  reply  to  that  pam- 
phlet I  leave  to  those  who  are  more  immediately  con- 
cerned in  its  contents ;  who  are  more  competent  to  the 
task  ;  and  who  are  imperiously  called  upon,  by  a  duty 
to  the  public  as  well,  as  to  themselves,  to  perform  this 
act  of  justice.  To  one  of  Dr.  H's  observations  respect- 
ing me  I  have  already  replied  :*  another,  which  mate- 
rially affects  my  moral  character,  now  demands  an  answer, 

*  Page  15. 
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But  before  I  enter  on  this  undertaking,  let  me  premisfii. 
that  the  late  elevation  of  Dr.  Hobart  is  an  act  which  gives 
me  no  other  concern,  than  such  as  is  connected  with  my 
regard  for  the  church.  Those  who  conscienc'iously  be- 
lieved him  to  be  wcrthy  of  the  office,  have  done  no  more 
than  their  duty  in  promoting  him  to  it :  and  far  better 
would  it  have  been,  for  the  reputation  both  of  the  church 
and  of  Dr.  B.  Moore,  had  that  promotion  taken  place 
some  y  ars  ago  :  Dr.  H.  would  then  have  been  respon- 
sible for  many  an  act,  of  which  he  has  virtually  been 
the  author,  but  of  which  he  has  contrived  to  throw  the 
odium  on  another.  On  this  account  I  learn  with  regret, 
that  a  jnost  material  defect  *  in  his  consecration  has  ren- 
dered the  act  itself  nugatory.  But  it  is  an  act  which  af- 
fects me  not  :  if  it  be  supposed  that  I  object  to  the  charac- 
ter or  conduct  of  Dr.  H.  let  it  be  remembered  that  my 
objection  is  not  to  the  bishop,  but  to  the  man  ;  and  I 
therefore  hasten  to  meet  him,  as  man  to  man,  on  the  ground 
which  himself  has  selected. 

He  observes,"!"  that  with  respect  to  the  contents  of  my 
certificate, ''-  he  is  completely  at  issue  with  Mr.  Warner, 
myself,  and  2\\  other  persons  (if  any  such  then  are)  who 
make  similar  declarations."  The  word  "  other  '*  seems 
to  intimate  that  there  ma«/  be  some,  besides  Mr.  W.  and 
myself,  who  can  testify  to  the  same  fact :  and  that  there 
ar?  many  (altho'  I  candidlv  confess  that  I  can  not  give 
thri  names)  his  unreserved  communication  to  myself 
leaves  me  no  room  to  doubt.  He  told  me  that  he  had 
made  5/?  Tli/dore  acquainted  with  his  charge  of  forgery 
against  Mr.  Feltus  :  and  I  have  very  good  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  he  did  so.  But  this  is  irr.-laiive  to  the  purpose. 
The  question  is — not  whether  Dr.  Hobart  has  actused 
Mr.  Feltus  of  forgery  ;  tJiat  question  is  (  as  I  understand) 

*  If  a  most  material  defect  in  the  consecration  of  a  bishop  may  take 
place  under  our  onun  eyes,  will  not  the  neglect  to  apply  the  remedy  con- 
firm ihp  doubts  of  some,  respecting  our  pretension  to  the  regular  un- 
interrufjted 3ncces9i\ot\  ?  will  Ihey  not  doubt,  whether  in  the  course 
of  sow  hundred  years,  similar  material  defects  may  not  have  alrea- 
dy n,ri>  d  the  lineal  descent  ?  whether  there  may  not  be  something- 
like  !;i.!i  in  the  "  Nag's-head  "  story,  and  other  stories  of  a  like 
natui-p  ?     "  Verbum  sat  sapienti." 

■f  I  t.tke  it  fir  granted,  that  each  of  my  readers  is  sufficiently  ac- 
quainted with  all  the  particulars,  to  which  allusion  is  here  made. 
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to  be  brought  before  a  civil  tribunal,  and  therefore  ought 
not  to  be  a  subject  of  extotensic  discussion  ;  but — whether 
the  conversation,  to  the  substance  of  which  1  have  sol- 
emnly sworn,  did  or  did  not  take  place.  Dr.  H*  asserts 
in  opposition  to  my  oath,  that  it  did  not  :  and  tr.e  ground 
which  he  has  taken  for  the  support  of  his  asseitionis 
the  ground  of  improbability.  Let  us  then  examine  un- 
to which  side  the  right  of  probability  inclines. 

Dr.  H. '  avers  its  improbability,  from  the  high  crimina- 
lity which  it  imputes  to  him.'  Is  a  charge  then  less  true, 
because  it  refers  to  high  crimes  and  misdemeanors.''  Does 
Dr.  H,  imagine  ihat  he  is  so  highly  exaiied,  as  to  bebe}ond 
the  reach  of  an  imputation  of  this  kind  ?  Would  to  G(jd  that 
he  were*  But  what  should  we  think  of  such  a  defence  as  this 
from  the  lips  of  a  man,  standing  at  thebaroi  justice,  arraign- 
ed for  a  capital  oifence  ? — '  It  is  true,  that  two  witnesses 
'  of  unimpeached    character  have   sworn  , to  the  fact:  but 

*  how,  gentlemen  of  the  jury,  how  can  you  believe  me  ca- 

*  pable  of  such  an  act  of  high    criminality  ?  it  would  argue 

*  a  baseness,  an  atrociousness  of  heart,  of  which  I  did 
not  suppose  any  individual  thought  me  capable."  But  had 
not  Dr.  H.  been  guilty  of  a  j&rCTioz/5  act  of  equal  crimina- 
lity ?  had  he  not  charged  Mr.  Macklin  with  forgery  ?  And 
altho  it  be  admitted  that  the  charge  was  well  founded, 
had  Dr.  PI.  "  the  means  of  establishing  it  "  at  the  time 
when  he  first  made  it  ?  Did  he  not  draw  a  bow  at  a  venture  ? 
and  did  not  this  instance  of  success  imboldcn  him  to  let  fly 
a  second  shaft  which  rebounded  and  struck  the  archer? 
Is  it  not  high  criminality  to  charge  (when  he  had 
not  the  means  of  substantiating  it)  a  brother  clergyman 
with  so  indecent  an  act,  as  drawing  up  his  own  panegyric, 
as  writing  a  fulsome  recommendation  of  himseJ?  This 
Dr.  H.  admits  that  he  did  ;  and  he  justifies  it  by  saying 
that  "  it  is  a  surmise  which  will  naturally  arise  in  the  mind 
oi any  one.'*  I  thank  God  that/  have  not  such  a  n^ind, 
nor  do  I  wish  to  have  intercourse  with  any  one  wtio  as: 
it  raa)^  be  natural  (nay  more,  it  may  be  habitual)  to  some 
men  to  indulge  themselves  in  injurious  surmists,  respect- 
ing their  brethren  and  all  the  rest  of  mankind  ;  but  irom 
such  a  nature  and  such  a  habit,  '«  Good  Lord  deliver  ''  me 
arid  mine. 

"I he  folly  of  holding  such   a   conversation  as  has  b<  en 
represented  with   "   two  persons  who  Dr.  H.  had  eVeiy 
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reason  to  believe  were  the  most  disposed,  of  all  men  ih''' 
ing,  to  employ  it  to  his  disadvantage,"  is  the  second  mark 
of  improbability. 

With  how  much  truth  this  observation  will  apply  to 
Mr.  Warner,  I  piesume  not  to  say.  Altho'  I  have  no  re- 
collection of  having  seen  (much  less  spoken  to)  this  gen- 
tleman in  14  years,  yet  my  late  enquiries  respecting  his 
character  dispose  me  to  believe,  that  he  is  as  incapable  of 
wantonly  injuring  the  reputation  of  a  wonhy  clergyman, 
as  of  taking  a  false  oath.  But  I  leave  him  to  furnish  his 
own  answer.  Dr.  H's  observation,  (as  it  relates  to  myself) 
1  have  already  answered,  by  defying  him  to  produce  a  sin- 
gle reason  for  believing  me  capable  of  employing  any  thing 
to  his  disadvantage.  "  How  can  ye  (vipers)  being  evil,  speak 
good  things  ?  for  out  of  the  abundance  of  the  heart  the 
mouth  speaketh."  *  Out  of  the  abundance  of  his  heart 
(and  for  the  reason  assigned  by  our  Saviour)  did  Dr  H, 
utter  this  expression.  A  very  slight  acquaintance  with 
human  nature  will  account  for  such  conduct. 

"  Forgiveness  to  tlie  injured  may  belong, 

*'  Those  never  pardon  who  have  done  the  wrong." 

Dr.  H.  conscious  to  himself  that  he  was  meditating  the 
scheme  of  my  destruction,  and  having,  probably,  intrusted  it 
to  some  of  his  "  seven  spirits,"  concluded  that  I  was  acquain- 
ted with  his  designs  J  that  I  cordially  hated  the  man  who 
cordially  hated  me  ;  and  that  I  must  necessarily  be,  of  all 
men,  the  most  disposed  to  employ  any  thing  to  his  dis- 
advantage. 

He  adds—"  With  Mr.  Ireland  I  never  was  in  hab- 
its of  intercourse."  To  this  declaration  I  have  but  one  ob- 
jection, and  that  is — its  total  want  of  truth.  Could  I  for 
a  moment  think  so  meanly  of  myself,  as  to  suppose. 
that  my  baj-e  word  required  the  support  of  certificates,  I 
could  produce  a  hundred  to  prove  the  falsehood  of  that 
assertion  :  but  it  is  sufficiently  known  already  to  Bp, 
Moore,  and  to  almost  every  other  clergyman  in  t^e  dio- 
cese. Let  me  rot  be  misunderstood  :  I  am  not  solicitous 
of  propogating  the  idea,  that  any  thing  like  mtimdcy  ever 
subsisted  between  Dr.  H.  and  myself  :  far  from  it.  jMy 
acquaintance  with  this  gentleman  commenced  during  his 
residence  on  Long  Island,  when  he  introduced  hhn-'^eh' 
*  Matt.  12.  ch,  .S*.  V. 
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to  me  at  my  own  house.  A  further  knowledge  cf  him  in- 
spired me  with  no  respect  either  for  his  talents  or  for  his 
learning:  andsome  striking  indications  of  a  dark,  intriguing, 
turbulent  spirit,  together  with  an  assumption  of  power 
which  (I  thought)  ill  became  hinm,  did  not  make  an  inti- 
macy  with  him  very  desirable  to  me.  But  still  a  friendly 
intercourse.,  (such  as  can  scarce  fail  to  subsist  between 
clergymen  who  reside  near  together,  and  who  often  come 
in  contact  at  the  houses  of  mutual  friends  ,  to  say  nothing 
of  conventions,  minor  societies  &c.  such  an  intercourse) 
was  maintained  between  us,  and  remained  undisturbed 
until  I  went  to  Carolina  three  years  ago.  Where  then 
was  the  folly  of  informing  me  of  the  real  character  of  a- 
nother  clergyman,  especially  when  (as  I  assert)  I  went 
to  him  for  the  express  purpose  of  obtaining  that  informa 
tion  ?  It  is  well  known  that  Dr.  H,  had  dreadfully  strain- 
ed a  point,  in  order  |to  prevent  the  admission  of  Mr« 
Feltus  into  the  diocese.  Is  it  any  breach  of  charity  to 
suppose  that  he  would  have  rejoiced  at  seeing  him  driven 
mit  of  it  again  ?  and  was  any  plan  more  likely^  than  to 
ruin  him  in  the  opinion  of  his  parishioners,  before  he  could 
have  had  time  to  establish  himself?  Was  it  any  instance  of 
folly  to  employ  a  brother  clergyman  to  effect  this  object  ? 
Did  not  Dr.  H.  know  that  I  had  many  friends  in  Brook- 
lyn? and  was  there  any  folly  in  concluding  that  my  repre- 
sentations might  prove  injurious  to  Mr.  F.  ?  I  see  many 
strong  marks  of  something  else^  but  none  o^ folly  in  such 
conduct. 

But  whatever  marks  of  criminality  or  of  folly  may  ap- 
pear, I  have  asserted  (my  oath*  is  out  of  the  question  at 
present)  that  Dr.  Hobart  did  hold  a  long  and  very  circum- 
stantial conversation  with  me  ;  in  which  he  declared  that  the 
Rev.  Mr,  Feltus  had  been  gnilty  of  forgery,  and  that  it 
was  my  duty  to  circulate  the  fact,  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
venting the  establishment  of  so  unworthy  a  clergyman  in 

*  I  shall  never  cease  to  regret  that  I  consented  to  make  this  con- 
versation the  subject  of  an  oath.  To  every  solicitation  I  uniformly 
for  a  length  of  time,  replied—  No  ;  those  who  know  me,  knowr  me. 
to  be  incapable  of  uttering'  a  falsehood  ;  if  Dr.  Hobart  dares  to  con- 
tradict me,  I  am  willing  to  abide  the  issue  ;  my  avowed  readiness  to 
take  the  oath,  'when  absolutely  required,  ought  to  be,  in  the  estimation 
of  gentlemen,  tantamount  to  an  actual  oath.  The  importunities, 
however,  of  friends  at  length  prevailed  ot\  uie  to  recede  from  my  de^ 
tSriitinatici. 
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our  diocese.     Dr.   Ho'^art   does   not  (he  says)  retain  a 
'distinct  recollecison'  of    this    conversation;   and   yet    of 
other  conversations  on  subjet  ts  of  minor  importance,  he 
has  a  '  strong  recollection,  and  of  all  the  circumstances  at- 
tendirig  them.'     No  allusion  (says  he,   speaking  of  the  in- 
tervi^^vv  between   Mr.  Feltus  and  himself)'  no  allusion  was 
xa'Ade^I perfectly  recollect^  to  the  sheet  of  false  accusatio  is  or 
th    enargc   of  forgery  j'  in  the  margin  of  a  copy  of  Dr. 
H's  pamphlet  sent  to  Mr.  F.  is  the  following  reply  to  this  as- 
sertion, in  Mr.  F's  hand-writing — *  They  vfi-r^  particularly 
mentioned  by  the  Dr.  himself.'    To  Dr.  H's  indistinct  re- 
collection then  I  oppose  my  strong  and  clear  remembrance,  of 
all  the  important  circum  stances  preceding,  attending,  and 
resalcing  from,  this  conversation.  I  had  repeatedly  heard 
of  the  charge  of  forgery,  before  I  saw  Dr.  H.  on  the  sub- 
jeit  J  with  whom  I  was  told  that  the  charge  originated.  As  I 
was  one  of  the  committee,  appointed  by  the  vestry  of  St. 
Ann's  church,  to  recommend  a  respectable  clergyman  to  fill 
the  vacancy  occasioned   by  my  resignation,  I  was  acting 
in  the  line  of  my  duty  when  I  waited   on  Dr.  H.    for  in- 
formation,   respecting    the    character  of    the    gentleman 
who    had    been    recommended    as    my     successor. — — — 
Many  obvious  reasons  contributed  to   excite   an  interest 
in  uis  reputation,  and  I  was  desirous  of  ascertaining  his 
real    standing  in  the   opin)on  of  his   brethren.     For  this 
express  purpose  I  consulted   Dr.  Hobert.     In  a  long  con- 
vCrsation  between  us,    he  assured  me  that  he  had  it  in  his 
power  to  prove  Mr.  F.  guilty  of  forgery  :     he  give  me  his 
owa  definition  of  forgery,  and  mentioned  the  very  docu- 
ment said  to  be  forged.     I   remember  well  that   he  em- 
ployed the  word  ^'  cattle  ;"  that  I  smiled  at  the  expression, 
and  that  he  laughingly  justified  the  use  of  it  on  that  occa- 
sion ;  that  I  inquired    how  a  man  of  Mr.  F's  disorderly, 
dangerous  character,  could  have  oi^tamed  orders  ;  and  that 
he  made,  in  substance,  the  following  reply: — He  was  or- 
daii.ed  by   Bp.  White  :  you   know  what   that  gentleman's 
failing  is,  as  well  as  I  do  :   Dr.  W.  is  in  most    respects  a 
gooO  and  Vciiuable  man,  but  his  fondness  for  making  cler- 
gymen has  led  nim  to  introduce  into  tlie  ministry  a  greater 
number  of  unworthy  men,  than  any   other*  bishop  in  this 
country.     Fully   impressed    with   the   particulars    of  this 

-    * 
'^  I  think  the  exprebsion  was—Than  all  the  other  bishops  put  toge- 
tbei-. 
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jnomentous  information,  I  returned  to  Brooklyn  ;  and  (as 
Dr.  H.  had  suggtisted)  immediately  called  at  the  house  ot" 
Mr.  Sands,  to  whose  family  I  detailed  the  conversation 
above  recited.  I  afterwards  took  occasion  (conceiving  it 
my  duty  so  to  do)  to  inform  several  other  members  of  the 
church  :  and  so  thorougly  convinced  was  I  that  Dr.  H. 
had  told  me  the  truth,  and  that  Mr.  F.  was  a  man  with 
whom  I  ought  not  to  associate,  that  I  not  only  refused  to 
sit  under  his  ministry,  but  also  withheld  from  him  those 
attentions  which  I  have  invariably  paid  to  every  gentle- 
man coming  into  my  neighbourhood.  This  is  a  fact 
known  to,  and  noticed  by,  every  family  in  Brooklyn.  And 
yet,  could  [  descend  to  the  meanness  of  certificate-hunt- 
ing, I  could  produce  a  volume  of  certificates,  from  Mr. 
Sands'  family  and  many  others,  to  proves  that  it  gave  me 
inexp:  essible  delight,  when  I  afterwards  discovered  the 
charge  against  Mr.  F.  to  be  groundless,  and  that  I  took 
pains  to  contradict  the  pievious  f;^lse  report.  Soon  after 
this  I  became  acquainted  with  Mr.  F.  and  when  I  assigned 
to  him  the  reason  of  my  former  distance  and  rtiserve,  he 
candidly  answered — I  never  was  at  a  loss  to  acpount  for 
your  behaviour,  tor  I  was  aware  that  your  mind  had  been 
po'  ^oned  against  m>io* 

A  i  now,  since  no  reasonable  man  acts  without  a  mo- 
tive, what  motive  could  have  impelled  me  to  depart  so 
wia  ly  trom  the  uniform  tenour  of  my  conduct}  in  the 
case  of  a  gentleman  and  a  clergyman  coming  to  reside 
nex:  d'ior  to  me  ?  What  frenzy  could  have  impelled  me  to 
publish  a  story  to  the  disadvantage  of  an  abs  jlute  stranger 
to  me,  when  I  had  not  the  most  remote  interest  in  it,  and 
when  I  was  exposed?  at  every  instant,  to  detection  and  in- 
famy ?  .Had  I  been,  "  of  all  men  living,  the  most  disposed 
to  employ  a  charge  to  Dr.  H's  disadvantage,"  why  did  I 
not  employ  it  during  the  length  of  time  which  I  suffered 
to  elapse  ?  How  happens  it,  that  two  men  who  never  had 
any  acquaintance,  and  who  have  not  exchanged  a  wor  J  (I 
think)  in  a  number  of  years,  should  agree  precisely  m  the 
same  story,  and   should    have  sworn   to  the   truth  of  it  ? 

•  During'  the  time  that  Mr.  F.  and  myself  were  almost  strangers 
to  the  persons  of  each  other,  that  gentleman  mvariably  addressed 
me,  whenever  he  had  occasion  to  write  a  note  to  me  on  business,  as 
a  brother  clergyman  ;  from  the  first  hour  of  his  settlement  in  Brook- 
lyn, I  have  never  discovered  any  trait  of  that  animosity  which  has 
been  ascribed  to  him. 


Whom  was  my  story  calculated  to  benefit  ?  No  one. 
Whom  W4S  it  my  design  to  injure?  Mr.  Feltus  ?  Where 
is  ih^ probability  that  I  would  attempt  wantonly  to  destroy 
the  reputation  of  an  innocent  man,  wlio  was  an  entire 
str  inger  to  me  ?  Dr.  Hobart  ?  What  probability  was  there 
of  my  being  able  to  substantiate  the  charge  ;  and  why 
sh  )  lid  I  wish  to  injure  a  neighbouring  clergyman,  who,  I 
had  reason  to  suppose,  was  my  friend,  or  at  least,  not  my 
enemy  ?  But  I  am  actually  ashamed  to  be  detected  in  rea- 
soning on  such  a  point,  and  shall  retire  abruptly  from  the 
subject. 

Dr.  Hobart  and  myself  are  then,  as  he  observes,  complete- 
iv  at  issue  :  I  assert,  and  he  denies.  The  event  of  this  con- 
troversy has  no  terrours  for  me :  conscious  tbat  my  reputa- 
tion for  veracity  is  as  firmly  established  as  Dr.  Hobart's,  or 
any  other  t^enilemari'sy  I  fearlessly  pronounce  that  I  am  pre- 
pared to  meet  him,  face  to  facC)  before  any  tribunal,  human 
or  divine. 

In  the  mean  time,  as  we  are  at  firesent  compelled  to  con- 
fine ourselves  to  probability  only,  let  the  reader  judge  what 
degree  of  credence  is  to  be  given  to  the  denial  of  a  man  who, 
in  one  page  asserts  that  '  he  never  directly  or  indirectly  op- 
posed tne  call  of  Mr.  F.  to  Brooklyn,  and  that  he  does  not 
believe  it  was  opposed  by  any  of  the  clergy" — and  who  in  the 
next  p'Jge  gives  us  his  onvn  name,  among  Jive  others,  attach- 
ed to  this  solemn  declaration  presented  to  the  bishop — '  We 
'  shall  greatly  deplore  any  event  which  shall  connect  Mr.  F. 
'  with  us  as  a  presbyter  of  this  diocese  ?'— Was  this  no  oppo- 
sition to  his  cyll  ?  or  was  it  only  an  attempt  to  keep  him  out 
of  the  diocese  altogether  ?  If  there  be  any  difference,  it  must 
be  much  such  a  differeuce  as  the  French  make  between 
'  blanc  bonnet  et  bonnet  blanc." 

What  credence  is  due  to  the  man  who  in  one  page  says-—, 
'  I  solemnly  declare^  that  until  a  fevv  u'eeks  before  the  appear- 
'  ance  of  the  appeal,  the  idea  never  entered  into  my  mind  that 
«  any  person  imputed  to  me  a  charge  so  utterly  unfounded'—- 
and  who  in  the  next  page  adds — '  according  to  the  best  of  my 
recollection,,  the  above  letter.'  kc.  especially  when  he  is  coir- 
fronted  by  two  men  who  assert,  that  he  had  holden  three  dis- 
tinct conversations  with  them  on  the  subject  of  this  charge, 
three  years  before  the  appearance  of  the  appeal;  and  again  by 
another  gentleman, who  asserts,that  this  charge  was/2ar//cw/cr/i, 
mentioned,  in  thatveryconversationwhich(i)r.H.  admils)'took 
place  ?bout  a  year  ago,  between  him  and  a  gentleman,  '  who 
'  inquired  of  him  (Dr.  II.)  the  causes  of  his  not  exchanging 
1  with  Mr.  Feltus  ?'  AvQu-il  these  thresmen  mistaken  ?  and  ia. 
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Dr^  H's  want  of  recollection,  or  is  even  his  solemti  declara- 
tion, to  set  aside  their  united  testimony  ? 

"What  credence  is  due  to  a  man  who  in  one  page  says—'  I 
<  never  had  disagreed  with  Mr.  Feltus'— and  in  another — '  we 
deeply  regret  to  say,  that  his  meanness  and  duplicity,  con- 
*  nected  with  a  cunning  and  an  inordinate  love  of  power  and 
«  popularity,  render  it  impossible  for  us  to  extend  our  confi- 
«denceto  Mr.  F.  ? 

What  credence  is  due  to  a  man  who  asserts,  that  he  ad- 
dressed a  note,  which  Mr  F.  styles  a  circular,  to  one  clergy- 
man only,  when  ttvo  of  those  circulars  are  now  in  existence, 
and  it  can  easily  be  proved  that  a  third  was  sent  and  received  ? 

"What  reliance  can  be  f)laced  on  the  word  of  a  man,  who  in 
conversation  with  a  venerable  clergyman  of  N,  York,  de- 
scended to  the  meanness  of  personal  abuse  ?  and  who,  when 
that  clergyman  threatened  to  make  such  conduct  public,  re- 
plied——Do.  sir,  if  you  dare  :  I  will  flatly  contradict  you  ; 
an<l  then  we  shall  see  which  of  us  will  be  believed  in  prefer- 
ence ? 

If  any  one  can  imagine  that  I  derive  salisfyction  from  ex- 
posing such  instances  of  depravity,  he  is  egregiously  mista- 
ken :  my  forbearance  to  disclose  more  than  is  necessary  to 
my  own  vindication  (and  more  than  this  T  hope  \  have  not 
done)  is  a  proof  that  I  take  no  pleasure  in  the  death  of  cha- 
racters. Had  I  indeed  been  permitted  '  to  die  the  cnnimon 
'  death  of  other  men  ;'  had  not  my  ashes  been  raked  up  and 
scattered  to  the  winds  of  heaven  ;  the  public  had  never  been 
troubled  with  my  complaints  :  but  when  my  name  is  wantoti- 
ly  dragged  forth  by  every  ephemeral  scribbler  ;  when  a  cha- 
racter, t©  the  establishment  of  which  fifty  years  have  sedulous- 
ly and  successfully  been  devoted,  is  assailed  by  '  a  thing  of 
yesterday  ;'  when  boys,*  who  (had  they  any  sense  of  modes- 
ty) would  '  tarry  till  their  beards  were  grown,'  usurp  the  sta- 
tion assigned  to  grey  hairs  and  experience  ;  I  must  be  more- 
or  less  than  man  ;  I  must  be  insensible  to  indignities,  and 
should  deservedly  be  consigned  to  infamy  and  execration. 

Dr.  Hobart  talks  familiarly  of  the  discipline  of  the  church. 
In  what  then  does  its  essence  consist?  in  entangling  the 
smaller  flies,  while  the  larger  and  more  noxious  insects  are 
permitted  to  escape  ?  Discipline  !  Are  all  the  terrours  of  dis- 
cipline to  be  set  in  array  against  an  offence,  of  which  the 
meekest  of  men  -svas  guiUy  ?  And  is  another  clergyman  per- 

*  The  number  oi 'Keeks,  spent  by  Mr.  Hovi  in  the  ntinistry,  scarce 
equalled  the  number  oi  years  devoted  by  myself  to  the  public  service 
of  the  church,  when  he  commenced  his  honourable  cn.recr  as  accu- 

^"er  ot  his  brethren. 
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iiiltted  with  impunity  to  exliaust  the  whole  vocabulary  of 
Biiringsgate  eloquence  *  in  his  abuse  of  a  brother  ?  Does  a 
diy  pass  in  which  Mr^  How  does  not  pour  on  the  reputatien 
of  Mi.  Jones,  everj  epithet  that  rage  and  vulgarity  can  sug- 
gest? Has  not  this   deportr.~:ent  of  Mr.  How  •  long  attracted 

<  the  attention  both  of  the  friends  and  enemies  of  the  church  ? 
i  Are  not  his  character  and  conduct  such  as  to  reflect  ceep 
'  dis'nace  on  the   clerical  profession  ?   Is  it  not  indispensable 

<  that  somtilnng  should  be  done,  that  he  should  be  called  to 
t  account  V  The  x-eader  will  observe  that  i  quote  his  own 
language  ;  and  1  shall  conclude  the  whole  with  presenting- 
■what  was  the  practice  of  ihe  church,  while  her  discipline  was 

yi.  administered  impartially,  '  without  respect  of  persons." 

./,/  I  If  any  oue  nus  followed  the  soldier's  life,  though   he  had 

never  happened  to  have  shed  blood,  if  he  were  ordamedto 
'  anv  of  the  inferiour  orders,  he  shall  never  arrive  to  the  dig- 
'  nity  of  a  deacon  in  the  church.' 

'  If  any  one  through  haughtiness  insult  another,  he  shall 
«  for  his  offence  be  thrust  down  to  the  lowest  degree  of  his 
'  own  order,  to  teach  him  humility  and  submission  in  his  sta- 
'  tion.'  ^  ' 

'  Any  clergyman  noted  for  scoffing  and  scurrilons  language, 
<■  is  to  be  degraded.' 

'  If  bishops  neglect  to  put  the  laws  of  discipline  in  execu= 
'  tion-  which  is  an  act  belonging  to  their  office,  they  are  lia- 
«  ble  to  be  degraded  for  such  neglect,  as  well  as  those  whom 
t  they  ought  to  have  punished,' 

For  any  inaccuracies  of  expression  which  may  appear  in 
these  sheets,  (and  they  can  scarce  fail  tp  abound)  I  must  bor- 
row the  apology  of  Dr.  Hobart.  Although  desirous  that  my 
appeal  should  make  its  appearance  during  the  present  session 
of  the  convention,  yet  I  knew  not  until  within  eight  and  forty 
hour.s,  on  what  day  the  members  were  to  convene.  Since 
that  time,  the  writer  and  the  printers  have  been  incessantly 
engaged  in  their  respective  occupations  :  aad  should  the  de- 
sign of  the  author  be  acccroplished  in  exciting  the  attention 
of  the  convention  to  the  present  state  of  the  church  in  this 
diocese  he  will  not  repine  at  any  temporary  diminution  of 
his  literary  character. 

Brooklyn,  October  1,  1811, 

*  A  gentleman  lately  informed  nie  that  he  heard  Mr.  How, 
f  speaking  of  Mr,  Jones)  make  use  of  an  expression  ivhich  cannot  ap- 
pear in  print,  and  which  is  never  heard  to  issue  c:;cept  from  thtf 
mouths  of  the  most  vulvar  among  the  vulgar. 


FINIS. 
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R  EVIE 


The  right  of  property  in  ResitltSj  technically  so  called,  of 
Ecclesiastical  Councils,  and,  consequently,  the  right  to  publish 
them  to  the  world,  we  had  supposed  to  be  vested,  exclusively, 
in  the  parties  by  whom  such  Councils  are  convened.  Certainly, 
in  point  of  fact,  their  publication,  officially  and  by  order,  except 
to  such  parties,  especially  where  the  only  object  sought  in 
calling  the  Council  is  the  formal  dissolution  of  the  pastoral 
relation,  is  an  event  of  rare  occurrence.  When,  therefore,  by 
order  of  the  late  "  Council  at  Danvers,"  their  Result  appeared  in 
the  Puritan  Recorder  of  August  12th,  and  was  soon  afterwards 
ascertained  to  have  been  printed  in  another  form,  and  industri- 
ously circulated,  not  only  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  but  in 
remote  parts  of  the  country,  and  this  without  the  consent,  or 
knowledge  even,  of  those  by  whom  the  Council  was  convened; 
it  was  natural  to  infer  that  the  deliberations  and  decisions 
embodied  in  this  document  were,  by  its  authors,  supposed  to 
possess  an  interest  and  importance  quite  peculiar  and  extraordi- 
nary. And,  assuming  the  correctness  of  the  view  taken  by  the 
Council  of  the  case  submitted  to  them,  it  cannot  be  doubted 
that  this  supposition  was  well  founded,  and  that  a  due  regard 
to  the  reputation  and  rights  of  an  injured  pastor,  and  the  exposure 
and  condemnation  of  the  inexcusable  misconduct  of  a  portion  of 
his  people,  fully  justified,  not  to  say  demanded,  all  the  severity 
of  censure  meted  out  by  the  Council,  while,  at  the  same  time, 
these  motives  would  at  least  explain,  if  they  did  not  excuse,  the 
unusual  course  adopted  in  this  case,  in  the  publication  and 
circulation  of  their  Result.  "  They  that  "  thus  "  sin  " — thus 
deliberately,  causelessly  and  maliciously,  should  be  "  rebuked  " 
— and  sharply  too — "before  all,  that  others  also  may  fear." 
What,  then,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Council,  as  this  may  be 


gathered  from  the  Result,  was  the  case  on  which  they  were 
called  to  advise  ?  It  is  stated  in  the  Result  substantially  thus  : 
The  Rev.  J.  D.  Butler — a  clergyman  of  high  and  well-earned 
reputation,  as  a  scholar,  a  preacher,  and  a  pastor — in  compliance 
with  the  call  of  a  great  majority  of  the  Second  Church  and 
Society  in  Danvers,  was  installed  as  their  minister,  on  condition 
that  a  notice  of  three  months,  from  either  party,  should  terminate 
the  relation  thus  constituted.  In  some  connection  with  a  small 
but  earnest  minority,  from  whom  the  prediction  early  went  out 
that  his  settlement  would  be  brief,  a  conspiracy  v/as  entered 
into  for  the  purpose  of  producing  dissatisfaction  with  the  pastor's 
ministrations,  and  with  the  fixed  determination  to  spare,  at  least, 
no  prudent  means  to  effect  his  removal.  Bent  on  the  accom- 
plishment of  this  object,  and  regardless  of  consequences,  the 
conspirators  subjected  his  pulpit  performances  to  criticisms 
illiberal  and  unjust ;  made  these  criticisms  the  staple  of  common 
gossip  at  home  and  abroad ;  when  matters  were  ripe,  called  an 
informal  meeting  of  the  Church  without  the  pastor's  knowledge  ; 
circulated  a  paper  to  swell  the  number  of  names  of  pledged 
opponents ;  abstained  from  all  efforts  to  come  to  an  amicable 
understanding  with  the  pastor ;  gave  him  no  opportunity  to 
obviate  or  mitigate  their  objections ;  withheld  from  him  the 
fact  of  disaffection,  and  rejected  conciliatory  measures  when 
proposed.  By  these  means — rendered  more  effectual,  perhaps, 
by  the  neglect  of  a  portion  of  the  majority  of  the  Church,  at  an 
early  period  of  the  open  opposition  to  the  pastor,  to  meet  it  in  an 
appropriate  manner — the  conspirators  succeeded  in  turning  away 
the  hearts  of  this  people  from  the  man  of  their  choice,  and 
bringing  upon  themselves  and  others  the  deplorable  evils  insep- 
arable from  the  rejection  of  a  minister  whom  they  had  not 
appreciated,  and  whom  they  would  not  find  it  easy  to  replace. 
And  the  authors  and  abettors  of  this  misconduct  and  mischief 
are  found  to  be  still  more  without  excuse,  inasmuch  as,  by  the 
concessions  of  some  of  their  number,  the  pastor's  style  of 
preaching — ^the  only  pretence  of  a  cause  of  disaffection — had 
not  grown  worse,  but  rather  improved,  since  he  was  settled  by 
so  large  a  majority.  The  party  chargeable  with  all  this  wrong- 
doing, and  which  was  early  embodied  for  its  more  speedy  and 


successful  perpetration,  regarded  the  pastoral  relation,  limited  as 
it  was  by  the  provision  for  a  dissolution  after  three  months' 
notice,  more  as  an  experiment  than  a  settlement,  and  appeared 
to  feel  that,  because  such  a  provision  existed,  it  existed  for 
speedy  use,  and  that  it  warranted  them  to  do  many  things  the 
tendency  of  which  was  to  bring  the  pastor  into  discredit,  cripple 
his  ministry,  and  fulfil  their  own  predictions  of  his  early  depart- 
ure ;  and  after  they  had  caused  the  rupture,  they  felt  that  they 
were  not  bound  to  give  any  other  reasons  for  it  than  this 
provision  in  the  contract.  So  the  Church  appointed  no  committee 
to  give  any  other  reasons  to  the  Council,  assuming  that  none 
would  be  wanted,  except  the  simple  record  of  the  three  months' 
notice. 

Such,  .substantially,  and,  with  some  transposition,  almost 
literally,  is  the  "  particular  and  faithful  statement  of  facts " 
ascertained  by  the  Council,  acting  "  under  a  full  sense  of  the 
responsibility  thrown  upon"  them,  and  compelled  "to  a  careful 
scrutiny ;"  and  which,  by  their  order,  and  without  the  consent 
or  knowledge  of  the  parties  interested,  has  been  published  to 
the  world,  in  "justice  to  Mr.  Butler's  reputation  seriously  injured 
without  his  fault,"  but  "  in  no  unkindness  to  those  who  have 
cast  him  out  without  knowing  his  worth."* 

Now  we — "  the  original  minority  " — on  whom,  in  the  judg- 
ment df  the  Council,  "  the  responsibility  of  these  proceedings  " 
is  to  rest  mainly,  although  not  "  entirely,"  do  freely  acknowledge 
that  if  guilty  in  manner  and  form,  or  substantially,  as  set  forth 
in  this  Result,  instead  of  availing  ourselves  of  the  plea  of 
ignorance  of  the  worth  of  our  late  pastor,  and  of  incapacity  to 
appreciate  his  excellence — a  plea  furnished  to  our  hands  by 
the  suggestions  of  the  Council — instead  of  complaining  of  the 
severity  of  our  punishment  in  being  sharply  rebuked  before  all 
men  for  the  highhanded  iniquity  which,  without  the  slightest 
provocation,  and  with  malice  aforethought,  we  have  perpetrated 
— we  ought  rather,  with  shame  and  confusion^of  face  to  confess 
our  aggravated  guilt,  and  by  repentance,  deep  and  thorough, 
strive  to  mitigate  the  tender  grief  of  all  good  men  having 
knowledge    of  our  sin,  and  avert,   if  possible,,  the  righteous 

*  See  Appendix,  Note  A^- 


displeasure  of  Him  who  has  said — '^  touch  not  mine  anointed, 
and  do  my  prophets  no  harm." 

For  what  is  the  offence  of  which  we  stand  convicted  by  the 
Council  ?  This,  let  it  be  observed,  consists  not  in  that  "  entire 
absence  of  those  courtesies  and  acts  of  Christian  forbearance  and 
kindness  "  by  which  they  "  were  pained  to  find  "  our  proceed- 
ings characterized — ^not  in  the  fact  that  the  three  months'  notice 
was  given  "  in  the  style  of  serving  a  legal  notification,  when  the 
pastor  "  himself  had  given  no  occasion  "  for  such  notice  even  in 
the  most  courteous  manner  " — not  in  the  disregard  or  the  viola- 
tion of  the  rules  of  ecclesiastical  etiquette  in  any  form, — ^but  in 
causing  the  rupture  of  what  was  originally,  and,  but  for  our 
agency,  would  have  been  still,  a  harmonious  and  satisfactory 
ministerial  connection,  promising  extraordinary  benefits  to  the 
people ;  and  this,  in  pursuance  "  of  a  fixed  plan,  formed  near  the 
time  of  the  installation,"  and  carried  into  effect  by  ''  efforts  such 
as  would  be  effectual  in  any  other  parish,  and  such  as  deserve 
the  severest  censure."  This,  and  nothing  less,  is  the  offence  of 
which,  "  after  near  two  days  of  inquiry  and  deliberation,"  the 
Council  have  adjudged  us  guilty,  and  the  knowledge  of  which 
has,  by  their  order,  been  borne,  as  on  the  wings  of  the  wind, 
through  the  length  and  breadth  of  the  land.  Had  the  imputation 
cast  upon  us  been  of  a  less  grave  and  serious  nature,  or  had 
bitter  enemies,  or  men  of  little  character  and  influence,  even 
thus  reproached  us,  we  might  have  borne  it  in  silence  and  been 
content  to  outlive  the  slander.  But  the  crime  of  which  we 
have  been  convicted,  being  such  as  ought  to  exclude  us  from 
the  Christian  Church,  if  not  from  the  rights  and  privileges 
appertaining  to  good  citizenship,  and  having  been  proclaimed 
to  the  world  guilty  of  this  aggravated  offence,  by  an  Ecclesias- 
tical Council  numbering  among  its  members  clergymen  of  high 
standing,  "  whose  praise  is  "  deservedly  "  in  all  the  Churches," 
and  from  whom,  as  soon  as  from  any  others,  we  should  have 
expected  candid  and  thorough  investigation,  and  an  upright, 
independent  and  impartial  judgment,  we  feel  constrained,  by 
regard  to  truth  and  righteousness,  as  well  as  a  sense  of  duty  to 
ourselves  and  those  with  whom  we  are  ecclesiastically  associated, 
to  furnish  those  who  have  been  put  in  possession  of  the  Result 


of  Council  in  this  case,  with  the  means  of  testing  the  truth  and 
iccuracy  of  its  statements  and  conclusions.  And  this  act  of 
somewhat  tardy  justice  to  ourselves  and  others,  would  have 
been  still  longer  delayed,  had  not  our  late  pastor  been  re-settled 
in  the  ministry,  and  thus  shielded,  in  a  measure  at  least,  against 
any  injurious  influence  upon  his  reputation  or  usefulness,  result- 
ing from  statements  and  disclosures  which  we  may  be  compelled 
to  make,  but  which,  in  other  circumstances,  we  would  gladly 
have  suppressed. 

We  have  seen  what,  in  the  apprehensions  of  the  Council,  was 
the  case  submitted  to  their  consideration,  and  we  find  it  charac- 
terized, clearly  and  unmistakeably,  as  we  are  specially  concerned, 
by  the  following  prominent  features,  to  wit : — the  "  high  and 
well-earned  reputation  as  a  scholar,  a  preacher,  and  a  pastor," 
at  the  time  of  his  settlement  in  Dan  vers,  of  the  Rev.  James  D. 
Butler — a  great  degree  of  unanimity  on  the  part  of  the  people  of  his 
late  charge,  in  inviting  him  to  settle  with  them  in  the  ministry — 
the  formation,  near  the  time  of  his  installation,  and  by  the  agency 
and  instigation  of  the  small  minority  opposed  to  his  settle- 
ment, of  a  party  or  conspiracy,  with  the  express  design, 
and  for  the  unhallowed  purpose,  of  producing  general  dissatis- 
faction with  his  ministrations  —  the  accomplishment  of  this 
purpose,  within  eighteen  months,  the  disaffection  being,  as  far 
as  the  pastor  is  concerned,  absolutely  causeless,  by  a  series  of 
efforts  which  would  have  occasioned  the  dissolution  of  any 
existing  pastoral  relation  in  the  land — and  "  the  entire  absence," 
in  all  the  proceedings  pertaining  to  the  consummation  of  the 
rupture  thus  made  inevitable,  "  of  those  courtesies  and  acts  of 
Christian  forbearance  that  should  have  appeared,  even  "  had  the 
pastor,  instead  of  being,  as  he  was,  faultless  in  the  matter,  been 
exclusively  chargeable  as  the  procuring  cause  of  the  deplorable 
result.  And  now  will  the  reader  bear  with  us,  while,  by 
rehearsing,  as  clearly  as  we  may,  this  whole  matter  in  order 
from  the  beginning,  we  spread  before  him  a  true  statement  of 
the  facts  on  which  the  Result  of  Council  is  professedly  based. 

Whatever  may  have  been  Mr.  Butler's  reputation  elsewhere, 
either  as  "  a  scholar,  a  preacher,"  or  "  a  pastor,"  to  the  people  of 
his  late  charge  he  was  unknown,  even  by  report — good  or  ill — 
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until  October,  1850,  when,  having  been  engaged  to  lecture 
before  the  "  South  Dan  vers  Lyceum,"  he  was  invited,  in  com- 
pliance with  a  request  from  a  committee  of  that  institution,  to 
supply  the  pulpit  of  the  Second  Church  for  two  Sabbaths, 
which  he  did.  Subsequently,  and  in  connection  with  the 
fulfilment  of  a  second  engagement  of  the  same  character,  he 
preached  to  us  one  Sabbath,  and  also  on  the  day  of  the 
annual  Thanksgiving.  Such  was  the  extent  of  the  opportunity 
afforded  this  people  to  judge  for  themselves  of  Mr.  Butler's 
ministerial  qualifications.  The  result  of  this  trial  was  a  strongly 
marked  difference  of  opinion,  among  the  comparatively  small 
number  who  formed  and  expressed  any  decided  opinion,  as  to 
the  adaptedness  of  the  candidate  to  the  wants  of  this  people, 
and  the  expediency  of  extending  to  him  an  invitation  to  become 
our  pastor. 

It  however  soon  became  apparent  that  a  determination  existed 
on  the  part  of  the  particular  friends  of  Mr.  Butler,  to  bring  the 
matter,  as  speedily  as  possible,  to  the  test  of  a  formal  vote. 
The  remark,  made  about  this  time  by  several  of  this  number, 
and  often  repeated,  viz. — "  Certain  individuals  have  always 
taken  the  lead  in  matters  both  of  the  Church  and  Society,  but 
now  we  are  determined  to  have  our  way,"  while  it  is  indicative 
of  the  spirit  of  those  by  whom  it  was  originated  or  adopted,  may 
also  serve  as  a  key  to  the  explanation  of  some  occurrences 
hereafter  to  be  noticed.  In  compliance  with  the  wishes  of 
those  who  desired  speedy  and  decisive  action  in  the  premises, 
a  Church  meeting  was  held  Jan.  6,  1851,  to  see  if  the  Church 
would  extend  to  the  Rev.  J.  D.  Butler  an  invitation  to  become 
their  pastor.  Previously  to  this  meeting,  it  was  agreed,  between 
two  of  the  brethren  holding  opposite  opinions  as  to  the  expedi- 
ency of  calling  Mr.  Butler,  that  it  was  desirable  to  ascertain  the 
precise  state  of  feeling  in  regard  to  the  candidate,  independently 
of  any  influence,  on  the  one  side  or  the  other,  that  might  be 
•exerted  by  the  discussion  of  the  subject.  And  it  was  further 
agreed,  that,  immediately  upon  the  organization  of  the  meeting, 
and  before  anything  should  be  said  touching  the  merits  of  the 
question,  an  informal  ballot  should  be  proposed,  and  each 
individual  requested  to  vote  yea  or  nay,  without  regard  to  the 


wishes  or  opinion  of  others.  Accordingly,  the  meeting  having 
been  organized,  one  of  the  parties  to  this  arrangement  immedi- 
ately proposed  the  informal  ballot,  when,  to  his  great  surprise, 
the  other,  after  expressing,  in  strong  terms,  his  own  preference 
for  Mr.  Butler,  proceeded  to  state  his  conviction,  derived,  as  he 
said,  from  personal  intercourse  with  individuals,  that  it  was  the 
earnest  desire  of  almost  all  the  members  of  the  congregation 
that  Mr.  Butler  should  be  invited  to  become  their  pastor,  and 
concluded  by  reading  a  letter  from  President  Lord,  of  Dartmouth 
College,  highly  commendatory  of  Mr.  Butler,  in  which,  among 
other  things,  the  writer  says  of  him — "  He  has  no  superior,  in 
my  view,  in  New  England,  in  respect  to  most  properties  of  a 
minister."  And  again,  ''  your  people,  in  my  judgment,  could 
not  do  so  well  the  country  over."  After  the  reading  of  this 
letter,  those  opposed  to  Mr.  Butler  were  repeatedly  called  upon 
.  to  state  the  grounds  of  their  opposition,  but  when  one  of  their 
number  attempted  to  answer  this  call  for  himself,  by  naming 
some  reasons  for  his  dissatisfaction  with  Mr.  Butler  as  a  preacher, 
he  was  called  to  order,  and  objections  were  made  to  his  proceed- 
ing further.  And  although  permission  was  given  him  by  the 
Moderator  to  proceed,  such  was  the  excitement  and  the  state 
of  feeling  manifested,  that  he  declined  to  avail  himself  of  the 
liberty  thus  granted  him. 

Of  the  sixty-three  acting  male  members  of  the  Church,  there 
were  present,  at  this  meeting,  forty-tioo ;  and  when  the  vote 
was  at  length  taken,  it  appeared  that  thirty-ttoo  voted  yea,  six 
nay,  and  four  declined  voting.  After  the  meeting,  one  of  the 
minority  said — •'  the  spirit  with  which  this  matter  has  been 
forced  through  bodes  no  good,  and  I  fear  the  result  will  be 
disastrous ;  but  if  Mr.  Butler  is  installed  as  our  pastor  I  shall 
support  him."  Several  individuals,  neither  members  of  the 
Church  nor  proprietors  in  the  house  of  worship,  knowing  the 
course  of  proceedings  on  the  part  of  those  who  seemed  deter- 
mined that  Mr.  Butler  should  be  settled  at  all  hazards,  expressed 
the  opinion  that  his  stay  with  us  would  be  brief.  The  oiRcer 
of  the  Church  Avho,  before  the  Council,  was  represented  to  have 
predicted  this  result,  denies  all  recollection  of  the  fact,  but 
affirms,  that,  if  he  ever  gave  utterance  to  such  an  opinion,  it  was 
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with  him,  as  with  others,  an  expression  not  of  his  hopes  but  his 
fears.  It  is  believed  that  all  who  voted  against  Mr.  Butler 
would  have  welcomed  any  evidence  that  he  would  make  good 
the  loss  sustained  by  them  and  this  community  in  the  removal 
of  his  immediate  predecessor. 

At  the  meeting  of  the  Society  afterwards  called  to  see  if  they 
would  concur  with  the  Church  in  extending  a  call  to  Mr.  Butler, 
there  were  present  ffty  out  of  about  7iincty  acting  proprietors. 
Of  these,  thirty-one  voted  yea,  eleven  nay,  and  eight  declined 
voting.  Some  who  voted  in  the  affirmative  stated,  at  the  close 
cof  the  meeting,  that  they  should  not  have  done  so,  not  being 
(themselves  satisfied  with  Mr.  Butler,  had  they  not  been  assured 
that  almost  every  one  in  the  Society  was  in  his  favor,  and  they 
did  not  wish  to  stand  alone.  While,  at  this  meeting,  the  sub- 
ject of  the  terms  of  settlement  was  under  consideration,  one  of 
Mr.  Butler's  friends  proposed,  as  one  of  the  conditions,  that  the 
pastoral  relation  should  continue  so  long  as  it  should  prove 
mutually  satisfactory  to  the  parties,  and  that  the  salary  be  one 
thousand  dollars,  this  sum  being  between  one  and  two  hundred 
dollars  less  than  the  amount  paid  the  preceding  year  to  our 
former  pastor.  This  proposition,  in  both  its  parts,  luas  opposed 
by  some  of  the  minority  ,  who  strenuously  urged  that  the 
settlement  should  be,  like  that  of  all  Mr.  Butler's  predecessors, 
-^'  for  life,"  and  also  that  the  salary  offered  should  be  as  high  as 
:any  heretofore  paid  by  the  Society.  But,  their  remonstrances 
notwithstanding,  the  resolution  proposing  these  terms  of  settle- 
ment was  adopted,  and  a  committee  chosen  to  communicate  to 
Mr.  Butler  the  doings  of  the  meeting.  One  of  the  minority 
was  placed  on  this  committee,  and  prevailed  upon  to  accept  the 
appointment,  that  every  thing  might  be  seen  to  be  done  fairly. 

On  receiving  the  call,  Mr.  Butler  addressed  to  the  committee 
.a  letter  of  inquiry  as  to  the  real  state  of  things,  in  the  Church 
and  Society,  in  relation  to  him,  that  he  might  be  assisted  in 
■coming  to  a  decision.  The  chairman  of  the  committee  having, 
on  his  own  responsibility,  replied  to  this  letter,  sent  it  to  the 
minority  member,  stating  the  fact  that  he  had  replied  to  it,  and 
wishing  him  to  do  the  same.  Compliance  with  this  request  was 
■declined,  on  the  ground  that  this  individual  could  not  consent 
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to  assume  the  responsibility  of  influencing,  materially,  the 
decision  of  the  pastor  elect,  on  the  question  submitted  to  his 
consideration.  Several  others,  not  members  of  the  committee, 
volunteered  to  communicate  with  Mr.  Butler  respecting  the 
state  of  things  in  the  Church  and  Society,  as  might  be  inferred, 
if  not  otherwise  known,  from  his  statement  to  the  Council,  that 
he  received  from  different  persons,  more  than  twenty  letters 
explaining  away  the  opposition.  In  a  letter,  to  a  member  of 
the  congregation,  written  after  the  receipt  of  the  call,  and  before 
he  had  returned  an  answer,  Mr.  Butler  stated  that  President 
Lord  was  about  visiting  Danvers  to  make  inquiries  respecting 
the  state  of  feeling,  in  the  Church  and  Society,  and  that  he 
should  delay  his  reply  to  the  invitation  until  after  Dr.  Lord's 
return.  Having  visited  us,  and  made  all  necessary  inquiries, 
President  Lord  said  he  should  go  hack  and  advise  Mr.  Butler 
not  to  accept  the  call.  Without  waiting,  however,  to  learn  the 
result  of  inquiries  thus  made  at  his  request,  Mr.  Butler  forwarded 
his  answer  of  acceptance,  which  was  soon  followed  by  a  letter 
to  the  Chairman  of  the  Society's  committee,  in  which  he  stated 
that,  had  he  seen  President  Lord  previously  to  returning  his 
answer  to  the  call,  he  should  have  hesitated  about  accepting  it. 
The  only  modification,  proposed  by  Mr.  Butler,  of  the  terms 
of  settlement,  was  the  substitution  of  a  notice  of  three  months, 
hy  either  pa7^ty,  as  the  means  of  terminating  the  relation,  for 
the  more  general  provision  for  its  continuance  during  the 
period  of  mutual  satisfaction.  This  alteration  having  been 
assented  to,  a  Council — embracing  several  of  the  members  of 
that  convened  for  his  dismissal,  assembled,  by  invitation  of  the 
Church,  on  the  26th  day  of  Feb.,  1851,  and  the  ^'•pernicious 
provision  "  notwithstanding,  proceeded  to  instal  the  pastor  elect. 
The  pastoral  relation  having  been  thus  constituted,  the  minor- 
ity believed  it  to  be  their  duty  to  attend  upon  Mr.  Butler's 
ministrations,  in  the  spirit  of  candor,  and,  during  the  continu- 
ance of  this  relation,  to  encourage  and  sustain  him  in  his  work. 
They  did,  in  fact,  attend  constantly  upon  all  the  meetings  for 
prayer  and  religious  conference  appointed  by  the  pastor,  and 
rendered  such  assistance  as  they  were  able  to  furnish  in  the 
various  exercises ;  while  those  who  had  actively  promoted  his 
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settlement  abandoned,  one  after  another,  all  these  meetings,  till 
at  length  not  more  than  one  of  his  professed  friends  could  be 
found,  for  several  successive  months,  encouraging  the  pastor  of 
his  choice,  with  his  personal  presence  on  these  occasions.     The 
reason  assigned  by  one  of  their  number  for  their  non-attend- 
ance was,  that  they  did  not  like  him  and  wonld  not  hear  him  ; 
and,  to  such  an  extent  was  this  disinclination  practically  carried 
out,  that  for  the  last  six  or  eight  months  of  his  ministry,  the 
male  part  of  his  audience,  at  his  weekly  meetings,  consisted 
almost  exclusively  of  those  who  were  called  his  "  opponents." 
When,  in  the  opinion  of  many  of  those  who  favored  Mr. 
Butler's  settlement,  the  disaffection,  which  had  been  gradually, 
but  constantly,   increasing  almost    from  the  very  day  of  his 
installation,  had  become  so  great  and  so  general  as  to  be  quite 
incompatible  with  his  usefulness,  it  was  earnestly  contended  by 
others,    that   no  considerable    dissatisfaction    existed ;    and   to 
ascertain  the  exact  truth  on  this  point,  so  far  as  the  brethren 
of  the    church   were   concerned,  it  was    urgently  desired,   by 
the  former,  that  an  informal  meeting  should  be  called,  with  a 
view  to  obtain,  from  each  member,  an  expression  of  his  indi- 
vidual opinion  and  feelings  on  the  subject,  and  to  communicate 
the  result  to  the  pastor.     Those  who,  at  the  settlement  of  Mr. 
Butler,   constituted   the    "  small   but    earnest   minority,"   were 
repeatedly  urged  to  call  such  a  meeting,  but  steadily  refused  to 
do  it,  or  to  take  any  part  in  it  when  called,  further  than  to 
attend,  and  express  their  opinion  by  their  votes.     Such  a  meet- 
ing, notified  hy  one  of  Mr.  Butler^ s  onost  ardent  early  friends, 
was  held  Nov.  19th,  1851.     Of  the  thirty-six  brethren  present, 
twenty-eight   expressed,    by   their    votes,    their   dissatisfaction 
with  the  pastor,  and  the  four  Deacons  were  appointed  a  com- 
mittee  to  apprize   the  pastor  of  the  state   of  feeling  as  thus 
indicated,  in  the  hope,  and  for  the  very  purpose,  of  avoiding 
the  necessity  of  giving  a  formal  three  months'  notice,  as  the 
means  of  effecting,  what  was  now  seen  to  be  inevitable,  a  dis- 
solution of  the  pastoral   relation.     For   the  discharge   of  the 
painful  duty  thus  assigned  them,  the  committee  received  the 
thanks  of  the  pastor,  who  assured  them  that  he  deemed  it  an 
act  of  kindness  to  him,  but  refrained  from  making  any  inqui- 
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lies,  though  informed  by  the  committee  that  they  were  willing 
and  ready  to  answer  any  questions  he  might  propose.* 

The  pastor  having  been  thus  apprized  of  the  extent  of  the 
then  existing  disaffection  in  the  Church,  it  was  confidently  ex- 
pected that  he  would  avail  himself  of  the  opportunity  intended 
to  be  thus  afforded  him,  of  making  the  first  formal  and  public 
movement  towards  an  adjustment  of  the  unhappy  difficulty 
which  had  arisen,  and  thus  preclude  the  necessity  of  a  resort, 
on  the  part  of  his  people,  to  the  single  method  of  relief  to 
which,  by  the  terms  of  settlement,  they  were  restricted.  But 
weeks  and  months  passed  without  any  disclosure,  on  the  part 
of  the  pastor,  of  his  intentions  or  wishes  in  the  premises,  or  any 
intimation,  save  in  a  single  instance,  that  he  desired  any  con- 
ference on  the  subject  with  all  or  any  of  the  disaffected.  And 
in  this  single  case — the  pastor  was  fully  and  minutely  apprized 
of  the  nature,  extent,  and,  as  was  generally  believed,  the  inev- 
itable result,  of  the  disaffection  existing  among  his  people. 

On  the  approach  of  the  annual  meeting  of  the  Parish — about 
five  months  subsequently  to  the  informal  meeting  of  the 
Church — the  dissatisfaction  having  mean  time  constantly  in- 
creased, a  paper  was  drawn  up,  hy  some  of  the  early  friends  of 
Mr.  Butler,  requesting  the  insertion,  in  the  warrant  for  the  an- 
nual meeting,  of  the  following  article — viz. — "  To  see  if  the 
Society  will  give  riotice  to  their  pastor.  Rev.  J.  D.  Butler,  that 
it  is  the  desire  of  the  Society  to  dissolve  the  connection 
between  them,  agreeably  to  the  terms  of  settlement."  This 
paper  ivas  circulated  exclusively  hy  those  luho  favored  Mr. 
Butler's  settlement,  with  the  single  exception,  that  two  of  the 
minority,  hy  the  special  request  of  those  who  had  undertaken 
the  work,  presented  it  to  a  few  individuals  in  their  immediate 
neighborhood.  When  this  paper  had  been  signed  by  between 
forty  and  fifty  of  the  proprietors,  and  before  it  had  been  pre- 
sented to  the  committee  charged  with  the  duty  of  issuing  the 
warrant,  it  was  shown  to  a  particular  friend  of  the  pastor,  hy 
one  of  the  original  minority,  who  requested  him  forthwith  to 
apprize  Mr.  Butler  of  its  contents,  and  prevail  upon  him  if  pos- 

*  See  Appendix — Note  B. 


u 

sible,  by  some  action  of  his  own,  to  anticipate  that  of  the  Soci- 
ety, and  thus  prevent  the  painful  resuh  of  testing  the  matter 
by  a  vote  of  the  proprietors.  This  request  was  complied  with  ; 
but,  so  far  as  was  known,  the  pastor  neither  did  nor  said  any- 
thing touching  the  matter,  and  at  the  appointed  time  the  meet- 
ing was  held.  The  subject  coming  up  for  consideration,  the 
following  resolution  was  offered  by  one  of  the  original  minor- 
ity— ^viz. — "Resolved,  that  the  Clerk  of  the  Society  be  hereby 
instructed  to  give  three  months'  notice  to  the  pastor,  Rev.  J. 
D.  Butler,  that  it  is  the  desire  of  the  Society  that  the  ministe- 
rial relation  between  the  pastor  and  Society  should  cease, 
agreeably  to  the  terms  of  settlement,  dating  from  April  12th, 
1852."  Pending  the  discussion  of  this  resolution  an  amend- 
ment, or  rather  substitute,  "was  offered  by  one  of  the  adherents 
of  Mr.  Butler,  providing  for  the  appointment  of  a  committee  to 
ascertain,  by  conference  with  the  pastor,  whether  terms  of  sep- 
aration, mutually  satisfactory  to  the  parties,  might  not  be  agreed 
on,  and  report  at  an  adjourned  meeting.  At  this  juncture  the 
disaffected  were  violently  assailed,  their  motives  impeached, 
and  themselves  accused  of  prejudice,  injustice  and  cruelty  to- 
wards Mr.  Butler.  These  accusations  the  disaffected  repelled, 
and  explained  the  motives  of  their  conduct  in  the  premises. 
The  charges,  however,  were  reiterated  till  the  question  on  the  pro- 
posed amendment  was  taken  and  decided  in  the  negative  hy  the 
votes  of  some  of  the  few  still  adhering  to  the  pastor.  It  was 
then  distinctly  and  repeatedly  stated  by  the  disaffected,  that 
any  proposition,  kjioivn  to  have  originated  with  the  pastor, 
which  should  be  presented,  would  receive  the  most  candid  and 
respectful  consideration.  No  such  proposition  being  offered, 
and  no  intimation  given  that  it  would  be,  the  question  was  at 
length  taken  on  the  original  resolution,  which  was  declared,  by 
the  Moderator,  to  have  been  carried.  To  make  it  certain,  the 
vote  was  doubted,  and  at  this  juncture  a  motion,  offered  hy  one 
of  the  disaffected,  to  adjourn  the  meeting  one  week,  to  give  the 
pastor  further  opportunity  to  take  such  action  in  the  premises 
as  he  might  deem  proper,  was  carried,  and  the  meeting  ad- 
journed accordingly.  No  committee  having  been  appointed  to 
communicate  to  Mr.  Butler  the  doings  of  the  meeting,  this 
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office  was  undertaken  and  performed  by  some  of  his  friends,  by 
whom  he  was  speedily  and  fully  apprized  of  what  had  trans- 
pired, and  of  the  opportunity  still  afforded  him  of  modifying, 
by  his  own  action,  the  method  of  reaching  a  result  confessedly 
unavoidable. 

At  the  expiration  of  a  week  the  adjourned  meeting  was  held, 
and  it  having  been  stated  by  his  friends  that  no  communication 
was  to  be  expected  from  the  pastor,  and  several  amendments — 
contemplating,  however,  the  same  object  as  that  proposed  in 
the  original  resolution — having  been  offered  and  rejected,  the 
question  was  taken  a  second  time  on  the  original  resolution 
and  decided  in  the  affirmative  by  a  vote  of  thirty-iiDO  to  sixteen. 
Of  the  latter  were  some  of  the  disaffected  who  fully  concurred 
with  the  majority,  as  to  the  expediency  of  a  dissolution  of  the 
pastoral  relation,  but  preferred  some  other  mode  of  effecting  it. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  Church,  holden  July  23d,  1852,  it  was 
voted,  in  compliance  with  the  request  of  the  pastor,  to  unite 
with  him  in  calling  a  mutual  Council,  and  the  Deacons  were 
appointed  a  committee  to  make  the  necessary  arrangements 
and  to  appear  before  the  Council,  on  behalf  of  the  Church, 
when  it  should  be  convened. 

At  the  conference  between  this  committee  and  the  pastor,  at 
the  house  of  the  latter,  after  some  conversation  on  the  subject 
of  the  Letter  Missive,  Mr.  Butler  read  a  form  of  such  letter 
which  he  had  prepared,  and  which  he  said  would  be  agreeable 
to  him.  It  was  objected  to  this,  by  one  of  the  committee,  that 
it  did  not  present  the  true  ground,  nor  indeed  any  ground  at  all, 
for  the  contemplated  action  of  the  Council,  and  a  substitute 
was  proposed  asking  of  the  Council  a  formal  dissolution,  accord- 
ing to  ecclesiastical  usage,  of  the  relation  subsisting  between  the 
pastor  and  the  Church,  on  the  ground,  and  for  the  reasori,  that 
the  connection  between  him  and  the  Society  had  already  been 
dissolved,  in  the  mode  provided  in  the  terms  of  settlement.  A 
majority  of  the  committee  assenting,  a  Letter  Missive,  in  the 
form  proposed  by  Mr.  Butler,  was  issued,  and  the  Council  whose 
Result  is  under  consideration,  met  in  the  vestry  on  Tuesday, 
the  3d  day  of  August  last,  at  10  A.  M.  After  their  organization 
the  Council  proceeded  in  the  manner  stated  in  their  Result,  to 
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an  investigation  of  the  case  submitted  to  them,  which,  including 
the  recess  for  dinner  and  the  reading  by  Mr.  Butler  of  a  double 
sermon,  occupied  the  time  till  4  o'clock  P.  M.  A  short  time 
having  been  taken  by  the  Council  for  conference  among  them- 
selves, they  adjourned  to  meet  on  the  afternoon  of  the  next  day 
to  act  upon  a  Result  to  be  prepared  by  a  committee  appointed 
for  this  purpose.  At  this  meeting,  which  occupied  about  three 
hours,  the  Result  reported  by  the  committee  was  amended, 
adopted  and  ordered  to  be  published. 

For  the  substantial  truth  of  the  foregoing  statement  we  hold 
ourselves  responsible  to  the  parties  interested  and  to  the  public, 
and  fearlessly  challenge  proof  of  its  incorrectness  in  any  impor- 
tant particular.  And  we  now  confidently  submit,  that,  between 
the  two  cases  as  presented,  the  one  in  the  representations 
contained  in  the  Result  of  Council,  the  other  in  this  simple 
narrative  of  facts  and  actual  occurrences,  there  is  not  only  no 
striking  resemblance,  but  the  most  palpable  inconsistency  and 
contradiction. 

In  the  foregoing  recital  of  the  facts  and  occurrences  connected 
with  the  installation  and  dismission  of  the  Rev.  J.  D.  Butler, 
we  think  we  have  furnished  the  readers  of  the  Result  of 
Council  with  the  means  of  correcting  and  refuting  that  portion 
of  it — and  this  is,  by  far,  the  greater  portion — in  which  all  the 
complicated  and  multiplied  evils,  to  both  pastor  and  people, 
growing  out  of  this  most  unfortunate  union  and  separation,  are 
attempted  to  be  traced,  almost  exclusively,  to  the  agency  and 
influence  of  the  "  small  but  earnest  minority  "  who  originally 
opposed  the  settlement  of  Mr.  Butler.  But  "  to  make  assurance 
doubly  sure,"  on  this  point,  we  add  the  following  testimonial, 
voluntarily  furnished  us,  and  subscribed,  it  is  believed,  by  every 
male  member  of  both  the  Church  and  Society,  who,  having 
been  origmally  in  favor  of  Mr.  Butler's  settlement,  had  become 
dissatisfied  and  desired  his  removal.  The  testimonial  is  as 
follows : — 

i(  We  the  undersigned.  Members  of  the  Second  Congrega- 
tional Church  and  Society  in  Danvers,  who  were  in  favor 

OF  SETTLING  THE  ReV.  J.  D.  BuTLER  AS  OUR  PASTOR,  BUT  WHO 
HAVE    SINCE    BECOME    DISSATISFIED    WITH     HIM,    DO    HEREBY,    AS    A 
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SIMPLE  ACT  OF  JUSTICE  TOWARDS  THOSE  WHO  ORIGINALLY  VOTED 
AGAINST  HIS  SETTLEMENT,  EXONERATE  THEM  FROM  ANY  ATTEMPT, 
EITHER  BY  WORD  OR  ACTION,  TO  PRODUCE  IN  US  THE  DISAFFECTION 
EXPRESSED  ABOVE,  OR  TO  INFLUENCE  US,  IN  THE  COURSE  WE  HAVE 
PURSUED  IN  REGARD  TO   HIS  DISMISSAL." 

Having  thus  by  a  simple  unvarnished  statement  of  facts, 
disposed  of  what,  in  this  Result  of  the  "  Council  at  Danvers," 
in  an  especial  manner  concerns  ourselves  exclusively^  we  proceed 
to  notice  certain  other  representations,  contained  in  this  most 
remarkable  production,  in  which  we  are  interested  only  in 
common  with  others. 

One  of  tliese  respects  the  Jieglect,  of  both  the  Church  and 
Society,  to  appoint  any  Committee  to  communicate  to  the 
Council  the  reasons  for  the  course  which  they  had  seen  fit  to 
pursue  in  accomplishing  the  dissolution  of  the  pastoral  relation. 
This  alleged  neglect  seems  to  be  put  forth  as  a  sort  of  apology, 
on  the  part  of  the  Council,  for  the  somewhat  anomalous  method 
of  proceeding  adopted  by  them  to  elicit  information,  in  a  case, 
in  their  view,  of  vast  importance,  involving  the  reputation  of 
the  pastor,  the  interests  of  "  a  large  and  respectable  Society  "  in 
general,  and  of  a  portion  of  its  members  in  particular.  Laboring, 
as  they  assure  us  they  did,  "earnestly  and  patiently,"  and 
"under  a  full  sense  of  the  responsibility  thrown  upon"  them, 
feeling  "  bound  to  ascertain "  the  precise  truth  in  relation  to 
this  whole  matter,  and  "  compelled  to  a  careful  scrutiny  and  a 
faithful  statement  of  the  causes  "  of  the  unhappy  state  of  things 
presented  to  their  consideration — what  are  the  means  employed 
by  the  Council  to  obtain  that  full  and  accurate  knowledge  of 
facts  which  was  indispensable  to  a  correct  opinion  and  a 
righteous  judgment  ?  Let  them  answer  for  themselves.  "  As 
neither  Church  or  Parish  had  appointed  any  organ  to  communi- 
cate such  reasons,  the  Council  opened  the  door  for  individuals 
of  all  parties  to  communicate  what  they  would."  Opened  the 
door  for  individuals  of  all  parties  to  communicate  what  they 
loould!  And  it  is  from  what  was  thus  communicated,  as  we 
are  given  to  understand,  that  the  Council  were  led  to  conclu- 
sions and  decisions  in  which  they  "  cannot  he  mistakeUy^  and 
which  they  make  haste  to  publish  to  the  world.!. 
3 
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In  this  connection  it  should  be  stated,  that  of  the  three 
individuals  who  alone  represented,  before  the  Council,  the  few 
remaining  adherents  of  the  pastor,  and  by  whom,  if  by  anybody, 
statements  differing  from  those  contained  in  the  preceding 
narrative  must  have  been  made,  one  was  a  member  of  the 
Church  and  a  proprietor  in  the  house,  another  was  a  proprietor 
but  not  a  member  of  the  Church,  and  the  third  was  neither. 

We  have  no  wish  to  multiply  words  of  criticism  or  comment 
upon  the  extraordinary  method  of  investigation  adopted  by  the 
Council  in  this  case.  Nor  is  this  necessarj^  By  all  candid  and 
discriminating  readers  of  the  Result,  it  could  hardly  fail  to  be 
noticed  and  duly  appreciated,  and  we,  and  all  others  implicated 
in  the  severe  censure,  either  express  or  implied,  inflicted  by  the 
Council,  may  well  congratulate  ourselves  that  they  have  so  dis- 
tinctly disclosed  the  mode  in  which  they  obtained  the  informa- 
tion which,  as  we  are  bound  to  assume,  constitutes  the  only 
basis  of  such  censure. 

In  regard  to  the  alleged  neglect  of  the  Church  and  Parish  to 
appoint  any  organ  of  communication  with  the  Council,  we  have 
yet  to  learn  why  any  such  appointment  should  have  been  made 
by  the  Parish,  which  was  not  a  party  before  the  Council,  and 
could  not,  with  propriety,  have  been  heard  had  it  been  repre- 
sented, and  in  relation  to  whose  doings  the  Council  had  not 
even  "  advisory  power,  although  the  proceedings  of  this  body 
rather  than  those  of  the  Church,  are,  by  the  Council,  made  the 
subjects  of  consideration  and  censure.  By  the  Church,  as  we 
have  seen,  a  committee  was  appointed — though  the  fact  Avas  not 
stated  to  the  Council — not,  indeed,  for  the  purpose  of  presenting 
to  them  the  grounds  or  reasons  of  the  act  of  the  Society  in  dis- 
solving the  ministerial  connection  between  them  and  the  Rev. 
J.  D.  Butler,  but  to  express  to  the  Council  the  desire  of  the 
Church,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  Society  had  thus  acted,  and  on 
this  ground,  they  would,  in  the  manner  and  form  required  by 
Congregational  usage,  dissolve  the  barely  nominal  relation  which 
still  subsisted  between  themselves  and  the  pastor.  And  had  the 
form  of  the  Letter  Missive  been  such  as  was  proposed  by  one 
of  the  Committee  of  the  Church,  the  Council,  it  is  believed, 
would  hardly  have  felt  authorized,  much  less  required,  to  insti- 
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tute  any  inquiry  as  to  the  causes  or  grounds  of  a  separation 
already  practically  accomplished.  But  Mr.  Butler  insisted  on 
the  use  of  the  form  prepared  by  himself,  and  by  its  phraseology 
they  were  unquestionably  authorized — being  officially,  at  least, 
ignorant  of  the  proceedings  of  the  parish  meeting,  to  inquire  on 
what  ground  the  Church  asked  for  any  action,  by  them,  in  re- 
gard to  the  pastoral  relation.  But  having  learned,  as  they  did 
immediately  from  the  parish  records,  that  the  civil  contract  had 
been  dissolved,  in  the  only  mode  agreed  upon  by  the  parties,  we 
respectfully  submit,  that  all  real  occasion  for  further  inquiry 
in  this  direction  was  removed,  and  the  Council,  in  order  to  the 
full  discharge  of  all  the  responsibility  imposed  by  the  Letter 
Missive,  had  only  to  declare  the  relation  between  the  Pastor 
and  Church  dissolved,  and,  the  pastor's  character  and  conduct 
having  been,  in  no  respect,  impeached  by  the  Church,  to  give 
him  such  recommendation  as  they  thought  him  entitled  to. 
But,  says  the  Result,  ''  the  Council  were  not  satisfied  to  send 
their  pastor  away  on  that  simple  record,  asking  no  questions. 
The  reputation  of  a  valued  minister  had  been  seriously  damaged, 
and  they  felt  bound  to  ascertain  whether  it  were  for  a  cause  or 
for  no  cause,  and  they  assumed  that  reasonable  and  Christian 
men  would  feel  bound  to  give  reasons  for  such  a  grave  result." 
Be  it  so,  that  Mr.  Butler's  "  reputation"  had  been  "  seriously 
damaged,"  (of  which  we  shall  have  something  to  say  in  another 
place)  how  had  this  been  done?  The  Council  tell  us  that  it 
was  by  being  notified,  after  so  short  a  ministry  with  this  people, 
that  by  them  his  services  were  not  longer  desired.  And  was 
not  this  procedure  in  strict  accordance  with  the  terms  of  settle- 
ment as  agreed  upon  by  the  parties,  and  proposed  by  Mr.  Butler 
himself?  And  did  he  not  know  when  he  consented,  nay,  desired, 
to  be  settled  on  such  a  condition,  that  precisely  this  result  might 
happen  ?  Did  not  he,  and  did  not  those  members  of  the  late 
Council  who  were  also  of  the  installing  Council,  know,  full  well, 
that  the  very  object  and  end  of  this  condition  of  the  contract 
was  to  enable  either  party  to  dissolve  it  at  pleasure,  without  as- 
signing to  a  Council,  or  even  to  one  another,  any  ground  or 
reason  whatever  ?  And  having  deliberately  and  of  choice  entered 
into  such  a  contract,  is  it  for  Mr.  Butler,  or  for  a  Council  on  his 
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behalf,  so  soon  as  it  appears  that  the  other  party  has  chosen  to 
avail  itself  of  a  condition  of  the  contract  inserted  at  his  request, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  shielding  him  from  what  every  one  must 
have  anticipated  as,  at  least,  the  possible  consequences  of  his 
own  act,  to  insist  upon  a  disclosure  of  motives  and  reasons,  pre- 
cisely as  if  there  had  been  no  such  condition  contained  in  the 
terms  of  settlement  ? 

We  submit  then  that  the  investigation  by  the  Council,  into 
"  the  causes  of  the  rupture"  in  this  case,  was,  under  existing 
circumstances,  a  work  of  supererogation, — ^unnecessary,  if  not 
unwarrantable  ;  nor  is  either  the  Church  or  Society  properly 
charged  with  neglect,  or  to  be  denied  the  character  of  "  reasona- 
ble and  Christian  men"  for  not  anticipating  the  uncalled  for 
liberality  of  the  Council  in  expending  "near  two  days"  in 
inquiry  and  deliberation  on  a  matter  in  relation  to  which  they 
might  have  discharged  their  whole  duty  in  as  many  hours. 

Another  statement  of  the  Council,  implicating  others  as  well 
as  ourselves,  respects  the  formation  of  a  party  or  conspiracy, 
for  the  purpose  of  promoting  disaffection,  and,  by  taking  advan- 
tage of  our  own  wrong,  effecting  a  dissolution  of  the  pastoral 
relation.  It  may  indeed  be  thought  that  the  facts  already  pre- 
sented furnish  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  allegation,  and  that 
any  further  notice  of  it  is  superfluous.  But,  if  we  mistake  not, 
the  nature  and  importance  of  the  charge,  constituting,  as  it 
does,  the  '^  gravamen'"  of  our  offence,  demanded  more  particu- 
lar consideration. 

And,  in  relation  to  this  charge,  we  say,  first  of  all,  that  some 
of  us  were  present  during  the  whole  period  occupied  by  the 
hearing  before  the  Council,  and  that,  to  the  best  of  our  knowl- 
edge and  belief,  not  a  tittle  of  evidence  proving,  or  tending  to 
prove,  the  truth  of  this  charge,  was  presented.  Nor  have  we 
been  able  to  find  the  first  individual  among  the  attendants  on 
that  occasion  who  heard  any  such  testimony,  or  who  believes 
that  any  such  was  offered.  And  this  view  of  the  matter,  we 
think,  will  be  confirmed  by  a  consideration  of  the  somewhat 
peculiar  phraseology  employed  by  the  Council.  Thus  they 
say  : — "  What  we  could  gather  of  testimony,  appearances  and 
results,  induced  the  impression,  that  in  some  connection  with 
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this  minority,  there  was  early  embodied  a  party  that  was  deter- 
mined that  the  people  would  not,  and  should  not  be  satisfied 
with  Mr.  Butler's  ministrations,  and  that  at  least  all  prudent 
means  should  be  employed  for  his  removal."  And  again — "In- 
terpreting the  mind  of  the  authors  by  the  whole  course  of  pro- 
ceeding, we  cannot  be  mistaken  in  the  conclusion,  that  this 
rupture  is  the  result  of  a  fixed  plan,  formed  near  the  time  of 
the  installation,  and  of  active  efforts  in  pursuance  of  the  plan," 
&c.  Now  this,  to  say  the  least  and  the  best  of  it,  is  strange 
language  to  be  employed  by  men  assuming  to  act  in  a  judicial 
capacity,  and  passing  judgment  upon  the  character  and  conduct 
of  others.  What  would  be  thought  of  a  jury  whose  verdict  in 
a  case  of  misdemeanor,  should  run  thus : —  What  we  can  gather 
of  testimony y  appearances  and  results,  has  induced  the  impres- 
sion that  the  defendant  is  guilt]/,  and  interpreting  the  mind  of 
the  author  by  the  ivhole  course  of  his  proceeding,  we  cannot  be 
mistaken  in  this  conclusion  !  What  influence  would,  in  such 
case,  be  attributed  to  competent  and  controlling  evidence,  as  the 
foundation  of  such  a  verdict  ?  Who  would  suspect,  on  listening 
to  the  rendition  of  such  a  verdict,  that  any  such  evidence  had 
been  submitted  to  the  jury?  And  what  judge,  worthy  of  his 
title  and  his  place,  would  hesitate  to  say,  that  the  very  language 
in  which  the  verdict  was  expressed,  furnished  the  strongest 
evidence  that,  if  it  was  not  against  the  testimony,  it  certainly 
had  nothing  of  the  nature  of  competent  and  sufficient  proof  to 
sustain  it  ?  And  we  will  not  attempt  to  disguise  our  utter 
amazement  that  an  ecclesiastical  Council,  numbering,  amongst 
its  members,  clergymen  of  high  standing  and  reputation  for 
superior  wisdom,  impartiality,  and  independence,  should,  even 
from  so  benevolent  a  motive  as  that  of  protecting  the  "  imper- 
illed reputation"  of  a  professional  brother,  have  perpetrated  so 
gross  a  violation  of  the  maxim  of  common  law  and  common 
sense — -'every  man  is  to  be  held  to  be  innocent  till  he  is  proved 
to  be  guilty,"  as  is  necessarily  involved  in  the  imputation,  to 
men  claiming  to  be  Christians,  without  evidence,  and  as  appears 
in  this  case,  against  evidence  the  most  conclusive,  of  high- 
handed and  inexcusable  iniquity. 

Another   topic   which,    in   this   connection,  we   propose   to 
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notice,  is  that  of  the  absolutely  groundless  character,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Council,  of  the  disaffection  actually  existing 
towards  the  pastor.  Thus  they  say — "Never  did  it  more 
clearly  appear  that  the  disaffection  was  without  good  cause." — 
"  The  case  clearly  shows  the  absence  of  all  substantial  causes 
of  offence." — "Justice  to  Mr.  Butler's  reputation,  seriously  in- 
jured without  his  fault,  requires  of  us,"  &c. — "  Such  an  instance 
of  causeless  dismission  does  an  injury,"  «fcc. — And  finally, 
"  The  only  pretence  of  a  cause  was  an  objection  which  some 
had  to  the  style  of  Mr.  Butler's  preaching."  And  this  objec- 
tion the  Council  proceed  to  say,  had  respect  only  to  a  certain 
class  of  "  rhetorical  figures  "  which  Mr.  Butler  was  accustomed 
to  employ,  and  which  the  Council,  judging  from  the  specimens 
contained  in  a  single  discourse  read  to  them,  characterize  as  at 
most,  "but  atoms  on  the  face  of  superior  excellence."*  In 
this  immediate  connection,  recurring  to  the  idea  of  a  conspiracy 
early  formed  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  disaffection,  they 
say  : — "  Of  course  there  must  have  been  great  labor  employed 
to  bring  so  great  results  from  causes  so  small."  Now  the 
impoj't  of  this  language  is  certainly  sufficiently  obvious ;  the 
correctness  of  the  representation  thus  made  of  the  causes  of  dis- 
affection, we  shall  cheerfully  submit  to  the  reader  when  he 
shall  have  perused  the  following  statement  of  its  real  grounds, 
as  felt  and  expressed  by  a  large  portion  of  Mr.  Butler's  late 
charge,  and  which,  we  apprehend,  even  the  members  of  the 
Council  would  find  it  somewhat  difficult  to  reduce  to  the 
single  "rock  of  offence  "  furnished  in  the  use,  by  Mr.  B.,  of  a 
class  of  "  rhetorical  figures,  about  the  fitness  of  which  different 
tastes  would  differ." 

One  of  these  grounds  of  disaffection,  extensively  and  deeply 
felt  and  often  expressed,  was  the  character  of  Mr.  Butler^ s  pas- 
toral visits.  These  were  generally  characterized  by  the  absence 
of  religious  conversation,  either  personal  or  general.  Even  in  the 
cases  of  families  visited  with  sickness  or  bereavement,  and  some 
of  whose  members,  on  account  of  the  religious  interest  awak- 
ened in  their  minds  by  God's  providential  dealings,  were  in 

*  See  Appendix — Note  C. 
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special  need  of  the  faithful  counsels  of  a  pastor,  there  was,  on 
the  part  of  Mr.  Butler,  during  his  visits,  such  an  avoidance  of 
religious  themes  as  to  occasion  not  only  great  surprise,  but  sore 
regret  and  disappointment.  So  deeply  and  painfully  was  this 
defect  of  Mr.  Butler  felt  in  one  instance,  in  which  the  serious 
and  speedily  fatal  illness  of  one  of  the  family,  and  the  religious 
interest  and  anxiety  of  both  this  and  another  member  of  the 
household,  seemed  to  furnish  the  strongest  motives  to  pastoral 
fidelity,  as  to  induce  the  head  of  the  family — one  of  Mr.  But- 
ler's early  friends  and  supporters — 'On  learning  the  character  of 
the  pastor's  visit  in  his  absence,  to  repair  to  a  neighboring  town 
and  solicit  the  services  of  another  clergyman  in  behalf  of  his 
afflicted  family. 

Another  ground  of  dissatisfaction  with  Mr.  Butler,  was  his 
want  of  dignity  and  propriety  of  deportment^  both  in  and  out 
of  the  pulpit.  This  defect  was  probably  the  more  noticeable 
and  influential,  from  the  very  striking  contrast  thus  presented 
between  Mr.  Butler  and  his  immediate  predecessor.  The  latter 
would  hardly  have  been  seen,  as  Mr.  Butler  frequently  was, 
while  the  congregation  were  praising  God  in  the  songs  of  Zion, 
passing  from  side  to  side  of  the  pulpit,  with  pencil  and  paper  in 
hand,  obviously  taking  account  of  the  number  of  attendants  on 
public  worship.  The  general  feeling,  on  this  point,  was  well 
expressed  by  one  who  voted  in  the  negative  on  the  question  of 
giving  the  three  months'  notice  to  Mr.  Butler — ^who  said,  "  he 
is  deficient  in  the  pulpit  and  out  of  it ;  whether  at  a  funeral  or 
a  wedding  he  appeared  the  same — no  dignity,  no  solemnity 
about  him." 

Another  painfully  prominent  feature  in  the  character  of  Mr. 
Butler,  and  which  though,  in  some  views  of  it,  but  a  modifica- 
tion of  those  already  mentioned,  had  become  with  not  a  few  a 
distinct  ground  of  disaffection,  was  an  apparent  want  of  spirit- 
uality and  religious  unction.  We  are  well  aware  of  the  liability 
to  deception  and  misapprehension  on  this  point,  nor  would  we 
be  understood  as  affirming  that  Mr.  B.  was  in  fact,  what,  in 
this  respect,  to  many  among  us,  he  certainly  seemed  to  be. 

But  "we  speak  that  we  do  know,  and  testify  what  we  have 
seen "  and  heard,  when  we  say,  that  in  this  particular  he  ap- 
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peared  to  be  sadly  deficient,  and  that  with  many  this  was  a 
distinct  ground  of  dissatisfaction. 

Still  another,  which  had  much  influence  with  some,  was  Mr. 
Butler's  laxness  in  regard  to  the  admission  of  members  to  the 
Churchy — indicated  by  the  very  slight  and  imperfect  examina- 
tion of  candidates,  and  his  willingness  to  dispense,  occasionally, 
with  some  portions  of  the  "  Confession  of  Faith  "  to  accommo- 
date those  who  could  not  subscribe  to  them. 

Another  ground  of  disaffection,  though  not,  as  the  Council 
affirm,  "  the  only  pretence  of  a  cause,"  was  Mr.  Butler's  style 
of  preaching.  This  was  considered  to  be  objectionable  on 
account  of  its  obscurity,  the  frequent  use  of  illustratio?is  either 
coarse  or  ludicrous  or  both,  and  which  were,  by  many,  thought 
to  be  unbecoming  and  inappropriate  to  the  pulpit  and  the 
preacher  of  the  Gospel ;  and,  more  especially,  the  very  miscel- 
laneous character  of  many  of  his  discourses. 

Such  are  some  of  the  more  prominent  grounds  of  disaffection 
with  our  late  pastor,  which  from  an  early  period  of  his  very 
brief  ministry  among  us,  were  more  and  more  deeply  and  ex- 
tensively felt  by  those  who  had  favored  his  settlement,  till  the 
conviction  of  his  want  of  adaptedness  to  our  circumstances  and 
necessities,  and  the  utter  impracticability  of  his  extensive  use- 
fulness among  us,  entertained  and  avowed  from  the  first,  by  the 
"  small  but  earnest  minority,"  had  come  to  be  the  common 
belief  of  the  members,  generally,  of  both  the  Church  and  Soci- 
ety. This  opinion,  of  the  original  minority,  of  Mr.  Butler's 
qualifications  for  the  pastorate  of  the  Second  Church  in  Dan- 
vers,  the  late  Council,  as  may  be  inferred  from  the  language  of 
their  Result,  would  attribute  to  a  want  of  capacity  to  appre- 
ciate his  excellencies,  and  the  change  of  opinion,  in  this 
respect,  on  the  part  of  the  more  recently  disaffected,  to  the 
"instability  of  the  Church  and  people."  But,  from  all  we  have 
learned  since  his  dismission,  we  think  "  we  cannot  be  mistaken 
in  the  conclusion,"  that  while,  by  those  to  whom  Mr.  Butler  is 
best  known,  he  is  believed  to  be  both  a  good  man,  and  a 
scholar  of  varied  and  extensive  acquirements,  he  is  also  thought 
to  be  decidedly  deficient  in  the  qualifications  for  the  pastoral 
office.     Such,  indeed,  would  seem  to  have  been,  at  one  period, 
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and  that  not  very  remote,  the  estimate  of  the  distinguished 
author  of  the  commendatory  letter  aheady  referred  to,  and 
others  of  whose  opinions  he  had  some  knowledge.  In  this 
letter,  to  which  more  than  to  any  spontaneous,  general  ani 
earnest  desire  on  the  part  of  this  people,  Mr.  Butler's  settlement 
is  to  be  ascribed,  the  writer  says  of  him — "  He  has  been 
thought  to  be  too  learned  and  too  little  spiritual.  He  has 
sometimes  seemed  so  to  me,  but  my  views  have  changed." 

''  I  like  him   in   those  respects  in  which   I 

once  thought  him  deficient." 

Assuming  then,  that  Dr.  Lord  has  seen  no  occasion  to 
change  his  later  opinion  of  Mr.  Butler's  ministerial  qualifica- 
tions, as  expressed  in  this  letter,  we  think  the  more  recently 
disaffected  may  congratulate  themselves,  that,  so  far  as  mere 
change  of  opmton  is  concerned,  the  reproach  involved  in  the 
charge  of  "  instability  "  appertains  as  really  and  as  fully  to  the 
President  of  Dartmouth  College  as  to  themselves ;  and  we,  of 
the  original  minority,  may  well  "  take  patiently  "  our  share  of 
the  opprobrium  involved  in  any  incapacity  to  appreciate  the 
excellencies  of  our  late  pastor,  equally  predicable  of  his  more 
intimate  friends  and  acquaintance,  (scholars  and  professional 
men,  of  course,)  and  at  one  time,  at  least,  of  Dr.  Lord  himself. 

One  other  topic  remains  to  be  noticed  in  this  connection. 
The  Council  say,  in  their  Result,  that  the  trial  to  the  pastor, 
occasioned  by  the  proceedings  in  reference  to  his  removal,  was 
"  aggravated  by  coming  at  a  time  w^hen  he  was  under  the  vis- 
itation of  most  severe  domestic  afflictions  and  bereavements." 
We  will  not  pretend  to  say  what  impression  the  Council  in- 
tended to  convey  by  the  language  here  employed,  but  they  can 
hardly  be  surprised  to  learn  that,  by  the  readers  of  the  Result, 
they  have  been  understood  to  intimate  that  the  subject  of  ex- 
tensive disaffection  among  his  people — a  subject  sufficiently 
unwelcome  at  any  time — was  unnecessarily  forced  upon  the 
the  pastor's  notice  in  the  midst  of  severe  domestic  afflictions 
and  bereavements. 

Now  to  correct  misapprehensions  on  this  point,  we  say,  first 
of  all,  that  had  it  been  in  the  hearts  of  this  people,  or  any  of 
them,  thus  to  add  gall  and  wormwood  to  the  cup  of  affliction  of 
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which  their  late  pastor  and  his  family  were  called  to  drink,  it 
would  have  been  well  nigh  impracticable,  inasmuch  as  for  a 
considerable  portion  of  both  seasons  of  severe,  and  in  one  case 
fatal,  sickness  in  his  family,  supposed  to  be  alluded  to  by  the 
Council,  Mr.  Butler  was  voluntarily  absent,  either  for  purposes 
of  relaxation,  or  in  fulfilment  of  engagements  to  lecture  before 
different  Lyceums. 

But  to  remove  all  doubt  on  this  point  we  give  facts  and  dates. 
The  first  season  of  sickness,  referred  to  by  the  Council,  com- 
menced about  the  last  of  July,  1851,  and  terminated  in  the 
death  of  an  only  daughter,  on  the  28th  of  September  following. 
The  second  commenced  about  the  second  week  in  January, 
1852,  and  continued  for  some  weeks,  in  which  both  Mrs.  Butler 
and  another  child  were  the  sufferers.  This  sickness  terminated 
in  the  recovery  of  both  mother  and  child,  Mrs.  Butler  being 
able  to  attend  public  worship  on  the  first  Sabbath  in  March. 
Now  the  informal  meeting  of  the  Church,  up  to  which  time,  as 
he  stated  to  the  Council,  Mr.  Butler  knew  nothing  of  any  disaf- 
fection, was  held  on  the  19th  of  November,  1851,  nearly  two 
months  after  the  death  of  his  daughter,  and  more  than  two 
months  before  the  sickness  of  Mrs.  Butler  and  another  child. 
The  annual  meeting  of  the  Parish  occurred  April  12th,  1852, 
and  without  final  action  on  the  question  of  giving  the  three 
months'  notice,  was  adjourned  to  the  19th,  when  it  was  re- 
solved that  such  notice  be  given.  This  was  more  than  six 
months  after  the  death  of  the  daughter,  and,  at  least,  two  months 
after  the  entire  recovery  of  Mrs.  Butler  and  the  other  child. 
Forbearing  comment  on  these  well  attested  facts,  we  submit, 
that  the  reproachful  imputation  of  the  Council  which  has  now 
been  noticed,  is  not  asserted,  but  proved  to  be  at  least  as 
"  causeless"  as  the  disaffection  towards  our  late  pastor. 

And  now,  and  here,  the  inquiry  forces  itself  on  the  mind — if 
the  facts  in  this  case  are,  indeed,  such  as  in  the  foregoing  recital 
they  are  represented  to  be,  how  could  the  Council  have  been 
so  entirely  misled,  as  to  have  misapprehended,  in  every  impor- 
tant particular,  not  only  the  case  intended  to  have  been  submit- 
ted to  them,  but  that  also  on  which  they  undertook — we  say 
gratuitously  and  improperly,  to  pass  judgment  ?     We  think  the 
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solution  of  this  question  is  to  be  found  in  the  false  assumptions, 
and  the  equally  false  reasoning,  by  which  their  Result  is  char- 
acterized. Let  it  be  observed  that  the  only  facts,  material  to  the 
issue  in  this  case,  which  the  Council,  as  such,  can  be  supposed 
to  have  known  at  the  time  of  their  meeting  was, — that  only 
about  eighteen  months  had  elapsed  since  the  installation  of  the 
Rev.  J.  D.  Butler  over  the  Second  Church  and  Society  in 
Danvers,  and  that  they  were  invited,  according  to  the  very 
indefinite  terms  of  the  Letter  Missive,  ''to  take  such  action 
regarding  the  pastoral  relation  now  subsisting  between  him  and 
us  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  may  seem  to  require." 
Occupying  this  position,  as  to  the  amount  of  information  they 
could  be  supposed  to  possess  in  relation  to  the  matter  pending, 
the  Council  are  immediately  informed  that  the  civil  contract 
between  Mr.  Butler  and  the  Society  has  been  terminated,  and 
the  ministerial  relation  between  the  parties  dissolved,  in  the 
very  manner  and  according  to  the  condition  provided  in  that 
contract  at  his  own  suggestion.  Finding  the  pastor  thus  with- 
out a  salary,  and  without  a  people,  what  was  the  action 
obviously  required  of  the  Council,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
Letter  Missive  ?  What  did  "the  circumstances  of  the  case,"  as 
now  ascertained,  "  seem  to  require,"  in  regard  to  "  the  pastoral 
relation  still  subsisting  between  "  Mr.  Butler  and  the  Church  ? 
Clearly  its  dissolution ; — and  this  on  the  ground,  and  for  the 
all-sufficient  reason,  that  the  Society,  in  the  exercise  of  its  own 
prerogatives  as  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  in  the  precise 
form  prescribed  by  the  terms  of  settlement,  had  terminated  and 
annulled  the  civil  contract.  And  so  the  Council  themselves 
judged ;  for  they  say,  near  the  close  of  the  Result, — "  We  would 
not  give  our  sanction  to  this  dissolution  of  the  pastoral  relation, 
if  it  depended  wholly  on  us.  But  so  far  as  the  civil  contract 
is  concerned,  it  has  already  been  dissolved  by  the  act  of  the 
Society,  and  hence  a  necessity  created  for  a  dissolution  of  the 
pastor's  relation  to  the  Church.     And  in  view  of  this  necessity 

we  declare  the  relation  dissolved."     Exactly 

so.  It  was  hardly  optional  with  the  Council,  what  they  should 
do  in  the  premises.  The  dissolution  of  the  relation  between 
the  Church,  as  such,  and  the  pastor,  was,  under  the  circumstan- 
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ces,  a  thing  of  necessity — a  matter  of  course — the  only  thing, 
in  fact,  which  the  Council  could  have  been  expected  to  do — 
the  only  thing  which  the  Church  ever  supposed  they  had  invited 
them  to  do  ;  and  this  they  were  requested  and  expected  to  do,  for 
the  single  reason,  and  on  the  ground  exclusively,  that  that  had 
been  already  done  by  the  Society,  which  made  this  course  indis- 
pensable and  unavoidable.  Why,  then,  did  not  the  Council,  so 
soon  as  they  were  apprised  of  the  doings  of  the  Society,  proceed, 
forthwith,  to  the  performance  of  the  act  the  absolute  necessity  of 
which,  from  the  moment  of  their  knowledge  of  these  doings  of  the 
Society,  was  as  obvious  and  imperiou's  as  any  amount  of  investi- 
gation and  deliberation  could  make  it  ?  Let  the  Council  answer 
for  themselves.  "  But  the  Council  were  not  satisfied  to  send  their 
pastor  away  on  that  simple  record,  asking  no  questions.  The  rep- 
utation of  a  valued  minister  had  been  seriously  damaged,  and  they 
felt  bound  to  ascertain  whether  it  were  for  a  cause  or  for  no  cause," 
&c.  But  how,  and  by  whom,  had  Mr.  Butler's  reputation  been 
"damaged"?  Clearly,  if  at  all,  by  the  act  of  the  Society  in 
terminating  the  civil  contract  previously,  and  for  a  short  period, 
subsisting  between  him  and  themselves.  And  does  this  involve 
necessarily,  and  as  a  matter  of  course,  an  injury  to  Mr.  Butler's 
reputation  ?  We  think  not ;  and  that  the  Council  erred  in 
assuming  such  to  be  the  fact ;  and  also,  that  Mr.  Butler  volun- 
tarily became  a  party  to  a  contract,  the  termination  of  which,  in 
precisely  the  mode  provided  in  its  very  terms,  must  necessarily 
involve  such  a  result.  With  all  deference  we  submit,  that 
the  action  of  the  Society,  in  this  case,  and  the  "damaged 
reputation  "  of  the  late  pastor,  do  not  stand  in  the  relation  of 
necessary  cause  and  effect.  Is  the  reputation  of  a  candidate  for 
the  ministry,  employed  as  such  for  a  limited  period,  necessarily 
injured  by  his  being  allowed,  at  the  close  of  his  engagement, 
to  depart  in  peace  without  an  invitation  to  the  pastorate  ? 
Suppose  Mr.  Butler  to  have  been  so  employed  for  one  year,  by 
the  people  at  Danvers,  and  at  the  expiration  of  this  period,  not 
to  have  been  invited  to  become  their  pastor,  would  the  failure 
of  such  an  invitation  necessarily  involve  the  injury  of  his 
reputation  ?  Now  substitute  for  this  arrangement  that  actually 
made  by  the  contracting  parties  in  this  case,  viz.,  a  contract  for 
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the  performance,  on  the  one  part,  of  certain  services,  and  a 
pecuniary  remuneration  of  those  services,  on  the  other  part,  on 
the  express  condition,  that  the  contract  should  be  terminated  at 
pleasure,  by  either  party  by  giving  three  months'  notice.  We 
think  in  this,  as  in  the  other  cases  supposed,  the  proper  inference, 
and  the  only  authorized  inference  is,  that  the  result  of  the  trial, 
whether  longer  or  shorter,  whether  in  one  mode  or  another,  is  a 
conviction  on  the  part  of  the  people  for  whom  he  has  labored, 
of  the  preacher's  want  of  adaptedness  to  their  necessities.  But 
how  this  proves,  or  tends  to  prove,  that  he  may  not  be  the  man, 
of  all  men,  for  another  people,  or  even,  if  they  could  only  see  it, 
for  those  by  whom  he  has  been  tried  and  thought  to  be  wanting, 
we  are  at  a  loss  to  perceive.  Suppose  that  Mr.  Butler,  in  this 
case,  having  an  opportunity  to  transfer  himself  to  what  he 
deemed  a  more  desirable  field  of  labor,  had,  at  the  same  time, 
and  in  the  same  manner,  given  to  the  other  contracting  party, 
the  three  months'  notice, — would  this  act  of  his  have  necessarily 
injured  the  reputation  of  the  "large  and  respectable  Society  " 
whose  service  he  had  thus  renounced ;  and  would  this,  or  any 
other  Council,  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  before  them,  and 
also  the  fact  of  literal  compliance  with  its  provisions,  on  the 
part  of  the  pastor,  have  deemed  it  necessary  to  go  behind  this 
simple  record,  and  with  a  view  to  repair,  if  they  could,  the 
"  damaged  reputation  "  of  the  church  and  people,  institute  a 
"  strict  and  careful  scrutiny  "  of  the  motives  and  reasons  by 
which  the  pastor  had  been  induced  to  avail  himself  of  the 
express  provision  in  the  contract  for  terminating  a  connection 
which,  to  him,  had  ceased  to  be  desirable  ?  And  if,  in  consider- 
ation of  his  unquestionable  right — conferred  ~by  the  very  terms 
of  the  contract — to  do  precisely  what,  and  all,  that  he  had 
actually  done  in  the  premises,  he  should  "neglect,"  or  even 
decline,  to  acquaint  the  Council  with  the  grounds  and  reasons 
of  his  conduct,  would  he  for  this  have  been  denied  by  them 
the  character  of  a  " reasonable  and  a  Christian"  man?  We 
trow  not. 

But  admitting  the  assumption  of  the  Council  in  this  case  to 
be  well  founded,  and  that  the  doings  of  the  Society  necessarily 
involved  injury,  greater  or  less,  to  Mr.  Butler's  reputation,  still 
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there  are  several  reasons  which,  to  say  the  least,  would  have 
justified  the  Council  in  abstaining  from  all  such  interference  as 
they  seem  to  think  was  required  of  them. 

One  of  these  reasons,  already  suggested  in  another  place,  is, 
that  Mr.  Butler,  having  voluntarily  entered  into  a  contract  pro- 
viding for  its  own  termination  in  a  mode  of  his  own  choosing, 
and  which  had  been  sanctioned  by  some  of  the  members  of  the 
late  Council,  could  not  reasonably  expect  this  body  to  interpose 
between  him  and  any  harm  or  loss  resulting,  necessarily  and 
inevitably,  from  such  action  of  the  Society  as  was,  not  author- 
ized merely,  but  demanded,  by  the  very  terms  of  the  contract. 
That  no  expectation  of  such  interposition  was,  in  reality,  enter- 
tained by  the  late  pastor,  may  be  inferred  from  the  fact  that,  as 
one  of  the  parties  before  the  Council,  he  neither  solicited  the 
favor  at  their  hands,  nor  suggested  that  any  occasion  for  it  had 
been  furnished  in  the  conduct  of  his  people,  or  any  portion  of 
them.  Indeed,  between  his  views  and  those  of  the  Council,  in 
relation  both  to  his  reputation  as  affected  by  his  dismission,  and 
the  discourtesy  and  unkindness  predicable  of  the  proceedings 
of  his  people,  there  is,  judging  from  their  respective  acts  and 
declarations,  a  strange  and  striking  contrast.  While,  in  the 
result  of  Council,  these  are  almost  the  only  themes  considered 
or  touched  upon,  and  seem  to  have  actually  engrossed  the 
anxious  and  laborious  attention  of  its  members ;  and  while  the 
facts  in  the  case,  as  ascertained  by  a  "  careful  scrutiny,"  justi- 
fied, in  their  view,  the  infliction  of  ''  the  severest  censure  "  on 
those  whom,  so  far  as  this  matter  is  concerned,  they  pronounce 
the  only  guilty  party, — Mr.  Butler  himself,  during  the  whole 
period  occupied  in  the  hearing  before  the  Council,  neither 
alludes,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  any  supposed  injury  to  his  rep- 
utation, nor  opens  his  mouth  in  complaint  of  any  unkind,  or 
otherwise  improper,  treatment  received  by  him  from  those  by 
whose  agency  the  ''  rupture  "  had  been  effected.  And,  as  if 
not  satisfied  with  the  evidence  furnished  by  this  "  expressive 
silence  " — this  abstinence  from  all  complaint — not  only  before 
the  Council,  but,  so  far  as  we  are  informed,  at  all  times  and  in 
all  places — in  public  and  in  private — up  to  the  time  of  the  de- 
livery of  his  "  Farewell  Sermon,"  he,  in  this  discourse,  now 
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published  to  the  Avorld,  acquits  of  all  blame  in  the  premises 
those  whom  the  Council  so  sharply  rebuked,  and  attributes 
their  conduct  to  motives  as  worthy  and  as  pure,  as  any  by 
which  he  himself  had  been  actuated.  And,  in  view  of  these 
facts,  we  submit  that  the  interposition  of  the  Council  under 
consideration  was,  to  say  the  least,  entirely  and  emphatically 
gratuitous. 

A  second,  and  more  urgent,  reason  why  the  Council,  neither 
for  the  cause  alleged  nor  for  any  other,  should  as  we  think 
have  interfered  as  they  did  in  this  case,  is  found  in  the  fact 
that  such  interference  was  precluded  by  the  terms  of  the  Letter 
Missive.  It  is,  we  believe,  agreed  on  all  hands,  that  this  doc- 
ument is  decisive  of  the  limits  within  which  the  inquiries  and 
doings  of  an  Ecclesiastical  Council  must  be  restricted.  Now, 
strangely  defective,  in  one  respect,  as  the  Letter  Missive  by 
which  this  Council  was  convened  certainly  is,  still,  so  far  as 
the  point  under  consideration  is  concerned,  it  is  sufficiently  ex- 
plicit. The  Council  is  requested  "  to  take  such  action  regard- 
ing the  pastoral  relation  now  subsisting  between  "  the  parties 
convening  it,  "  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  may  seem  to 
require."  But  the  single  circumstance  which  first  came  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  Council,  and  this  immediately  after  its  organ- 
ization, was  the  important  and  controlling  fact,  that  Mr.  But- 
ler's relation  to  the  Society  had  been  already  dissolved  in  strict 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  contract,  and  thus  an  abso- 
lute necessity  created  for  dissolving  also  the  pastoral  relation. 
So  it  seemed  to  the  Council,  and  so  the  Church  supposed  it 
would  seem,  and  therefore  made  no  provision  for  any  such  de- 
mand as  was  made  upon  them  by  the  extraordinary  course  of 
procedure  adopted  in  this  case.  Excepting  only  the  usual  rec- 
ommendation of  the  pastor,  neither  his  character  nor  conduct 
having  been  impeached  by  the  Church,  the  whole  duty  of  the 
Council,  as  prescribed  by  the  Letter  Missive,  would  have  been 
performed  by  b.  formal  dissolution  of  the  relation  between  Mr. 
Butler  and  the  Church,  which,  from  the  moment  of  the  action 
of  the  Society  in  the  premises,  had,  and  could  have,  only  a 
nominal  existence. 

We  know  that  it  has  often  been  said,  and  may  be  again  in 
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this  case,  that  Ecclesiastical  Councils  are  not  to  be  tied  down 
to  the  rigid  observance  of  the  rules  and  formalities  which 
govern  the  proceedings  of  courts  of  justice.  So  far  as  we 
know,  it  v/as  never  claimed  or  pretended  that  they  should  be. 
But,  if  we  mistake  not,  there  are  some  general  priiiciples  ap- 
pertaining alike  to  legal  and  ecclesiastical  tribunals,  and  some 
rules  and  formalities  recognized  as  part  and  parcel  of  our  eccle- 
siastical polity,  and,  in  some  cases,  appealed  to  as  of  paramount 
authority,  to  which  all  councils  would  do  well  to  "  take  heed," 
and  by  whose  even  rigid  observance,  much  time  now  worse 
than  wasted  would  be  saved,  the  still  greater  diminution  of  the 
already  much  impaired  respect  of  intelligent  and  discriminating 
men  for  the  doings  and  decisions  of  such  bodies,  would  be  pre- 
vented, and  great  and  permanent  injury  to  individuals  and  the 
cause  of  truth  avoided. 

Still  another,  and  in  our  opinion,  of  itself  conclusive 
reason  why  the  Council  need  not,  and  should  not,  have  under- 
taken to  search  into  the  causes  of  the  rupture  in  this  case,  is 
that  those  by  whose  agency  it  was  effected — ^viz.,  the  propri- 
etors— were  in  no  sense,  and  for  no  purpose,  a  party  before 
the  Council.  They  were  not  represented,  and  could  not  have 
been  with  propriety,  otherwise  than  by  their  records  as  cited 
by  the  Church ;  and  having  acted  for  themselves,  in  this 
matter,  as  they  had  an  unquestionable  right  to  do,  and  having 
made  no  request  for  a  revision  of  their  proceedings  by  this 
Council,  the  latter  were  neither  called  upon  nor  authorized  to 
undertake  such  revision,  and  subject  to  trial  and  condemnation 
those  who  were  neither  amenable  to  them  for  their  conduct, 
nor  even  apprized  of  the  fact  that  they  and  their  doings  were 
thus  to  be  made  the  subject  of  investigation  and  judgment. 

Without  multiplying  further,  as  might  be  done,  reasons  of 
the  same  bearing,  if  not  of  the  same  weight,  as  those  already 
adduced,  we  respectfully  submit  that  in  any  one,  and  certainly 
in  all  of  these,  the  Council  would  have  found  a  sufficient  justi- 
fication of  their  neglect,  or  even  refusal,  to  institute  any  inves- 
tigation whatever  into  the  grounds  and  causes  of  that  disaffec- 
tion which,  in  this  case,  had  rendered  imperative  and  inevitable 
the  dissolution  of  the  pastoral  relation. 
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A  second  assumption  of  the  Council,  now  proved  to  be  lalse, 
and  which  we  think  unreasonable  also,  and  by  which  they 
were  misled,  is,  that  the  rupture,  in  this  case,  was  the  result  of 
a  series  of  eflforts,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Butler's  opponents,  com- 
menced at  the  time  of  the  installation,  and  continued  until  the 
object  was  attained ;  efforts,  too,  of  such  a  character  as  to 
deserve  the  severest  censure.  Now  supposmg  such  efforts  to 
have  been  made,  by  such  a  party,  at  such  a  time,  for  such  an 
end — and  this  openly  avowed,  what,  a  priori,  would  be  reason- 
ably anticipated  as  the  result  ?  What  could  it  have  been, 
human  nature  being  what  it  is,  other  than  to  prevent  the  dis- 
covery, by  his  supporters,  of  any  defects  which  might  be  pre- 
dicable  of  the  pastor's  official  character, — to  enlist  in  his  behalf, 
more  and  more  strongly,  the  sympathies,  not  only  of  his  decided 
friends,  but  of  those  who  were  comparatively  indifferent, — and, 
especially,  to  inflame  still  more  the  zeal  and  resolution  of  those 
who  had  early  made  known  their  determination  to  have,  in 
this  matter,  their  own  way.  Such,  we  submit,  reasoning  from 
analogy,  and  on  general  principles,  we  should  anticipate  as 
effects  to  be  expected  from  such  a  course  of  action,  in  such  cir- 
cumstances ;  and  such,  according  to  the  testimony  of  history, 
observation  and  experience,  have  been  the  actual  results,  the 
world  over. 

"  Great  "  indeed  "must  have  been  the  labor  employed  "  by 
the  conspirators  in  this  case,  especially,  restricted,  as  the  Council 
alleged  they  were,  as  to  materials  with  which  to  operate,  to  the 
occasional  use,  by  the  pastor,  of  a  few  "rhetorical  figures"  of 
only  questionable  propriety — to  have  produced,  in  the  short 
space  of  about  one  year,  dissatisfaction  among  the  people  so 
great  and  so  general,  as  to  render  unavoidable  the  dissolution  of 
the  pastoral  relation.  True  indeed  it  is,  that  where  this  relation 
has  subsisted  quietly  for  a  considerable  period,  a  party  however 
small  in  number,  and,  in  the  first  instance,  insignificant  in  char- 
acter and  influence,  may,  by  a  series  of  efforts  directed  to  this 
end,  so  increase  their  numbers  and  strength  as,  in  process  of 
time,  to  make  inexpedient,  because  incompatible  with  the 
comfort  and  best  good  of  the  parties,  the  continuance  of  the 
existing  ministerial  connection.  But  in  the  case  of  a  minister 
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whose  recent  settlement  was  urgently  and  hurriedly  pressed,  by 
the  more  active  and  zealous  of  his  friends,  against  the  remon- 
strances of  a  "  small  but  earnest  minority  " — to  suppose  that  this 
minority,  in  the  use  of  such  means  as,  by  the  Council,  are 
believed  to  have  been  employed  in  this  case,  and  commencing 
operations  in  close  connection  with  the  installation,  while  the 
'•  first  love  of  the  espousal  "  was  at  its  height,  and  in  the  midst 
of  the  excitement  and  interest  inseparable  from  the  success  of 
those  who,  in  the  settlement  of  the  minister,  had  now,  as  the 
case  finds,  for  the  first  time  had  their  own  way — to  suppose 
that  such  a  party,  thus  acting,  could  accomplish  anything  other 
and  better  than  its  own  complete  overthrow,  and  the  utter 
defeat  of  its  main  object,  is  to  suppose  that 

"  Wisdom  hath  fled  to  brutish  beasts, 
And  men  have  lost  their  reason." 

What  more  premising  means  could  be  employed,  in  such  a 
case,  for  strengthening  the  ties  of  attachment  already  formed, 
confirming  the  doubtful  in  a  favorable  opinion  of  the  pastor, 
and  multiplying,  rapidly  and  largely,  the  number  of  the  friends 
and  supporters  of  a  minister  seen  to  be  the  object  of  wanton, 
causeless  and  cruel  persecution  ?  We  profess  we  know  not 
any.  Certain  it  is,  that  by  the  minority  in  this  case,  exactly 
the  opposite  course  was  pursued,  and  the  result  we  have  seen. 
Mr.  Butler  having  become  their  pastor — their  remonstrances 
notwithstanding — they  immediately  avowed  their  determination 
practically  to  respect  the  obligations  involved  in  the  relation 
thus  constituted,  and  to  give  him  their  countenance  and  support. 
They  did,  in  fact,  contribute  as  freely  and  as  liberally,  accord- 
ing to  their  means,  as  did  others  towards  the  gratuity  of  four  or 
five  hundred  dollars  presented  to  him  soon  after  his  installation, 
and  had  opportunity  been  afforded  them,  would  have  added 
something  to  the  second  gratuity,  of  some  two  hundred  dollars, 
presented  him  at  the  time  of  his  dismission.  They  attended  on 
his  weekly,  as  well  as  Sabbath  ministrations,  rendering  such 
assistance  as  they  were  able ;  and  this  they  continued  to  do, 
even  after  those  who  had  favored  his  settlement,  had,  with  not 
more  than  one  exception,  utterly  forsaken  these  meetings. 
Thus  acting,  and  only  thus,  while  confirmed  more  and  more  in 
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their  own  first  impressions  of  Mr.  Butler's  want  of  adaptedness 
to  the  place  he  had  been  called  to  fill,  others  came  to  see  with 
their  eyes,  and  hear  with  their  ears,  and  adopt  their  opinions, 
until  the  numbers  of  the  disaffected  from  among  those  who  active- 
ly favored  the  pastor's  settlement,  and  as  they  individually  affirm, 
without  "  any  attempt,"  on  the  part  of  the  minority,  ''  by  word 
or  action,  to  produce  "  this  result,  had  so  increased  as  to  create 
an  imperious  necessity  for  the  pastor's  dismission. 

And  now  what  marvel  is  it,  that,  under  the  influence  of  these 
false  assumptions,  and  this  false  reasoning — especially  consider- 
ing the  method  of  proceeding  adopted  by  the  Council — they 
should  have  been  themselves  totally  misled,  and,  by  publishing 
to  the  world  their  doings  and  decisions,  should  mislead  others  ? 
"If  the  blind  lead  the  blind,"  why  should  they  not  "both  fall 
into  the  ditch  "  ? 

Had  the  Council,  holding  themselves  competent — under  the 
Letter  Missive  by  which  they  were  convened — to  do  so,  insti- 
tuted an  investigation,  in  the  proper  mode,  into  the  causes  of 
the  rupture,  or,  disclaiming  jurisdiction  in  this  form  and  to 
this  extent,  had  they  even  reasoned  correctly  from  such  certain 
data  as  they  possessed,  before  they  "  opened  the  doors  to 
individuals  of  all  parties  to  say  what  they  would,"  they  might 
have  found  in  the  too  hasty  settlement  of  the  pastor,  and  this,  in 
a  great  measure,  on  the  strength  of  the  high  and  almost  con- 
trolling recommendation  of  a  single  individual,  rather  than  from 
any  deliberate  and  decided  preference  on  the  part  of  the  people  ; 
and  in  the  disappointment  of  expectations  thus  raised,  which, 
whether  reasonable  or  not,  did  in  fact  result  from  a  single  year's 
experience  of  Mr.  Butler's  ministry,  and  which,  had  the  pastor^ 
been  as  faultless  touchingthe  matter  as  the  Council  represent  him, 
might,  under  the  circumstances,  have  been  naturally  expected, 
— we  say,  that  in  such  hasty  action  on  the  part  of  the  people, 
and  in  the  disappointment  of  highly  raised  hopes,  might  have 
been  found  causes  of  this  rupture  quite  as  obvious,  to  say  the 
least,  and  as  efficacious,  as  those  to  which,  with  an  overweening- 
confidence  and  assurance,  though,  as  we  now  know,  without: 
proof  and  against  fact,  the  Council  have  seen  fit  to  attribute  it. 
And  had  they  made  this  discovery  the  occasion  for  warning  the 
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churches  and  parishes  of  the  land  against  this  clearly  hazardous 
mode  of  re-establishing  the  ministry  in  our  vacant  puipits,  they 
would,  as  we  humbly  think,  have  rendered  to  candidates  for 
the  ministry  and  to  our  religious  societies,  a  service  far  more 
worthy  of  themselves,  as  well  as  much  more  profitable  to 
others,  than  that  which  in  this  case  they  have  actually  per- 
formed. 

Or,  if  we  may  suggest  another  hypothesis,  had  our  late  pastor, 
when  first  apprized  of  the  existence  of  a  state  of  things,  among 
the  people  of  his  charge,  obviously  and  necessarily  involving, 
as  its  issue,  the  dissolution  of  the  pastoral  relation,  instead  of 
following  implicitly  the  counsels  of  those  who  advised  him 
neither  to  speak  nor  act  in  relation  to  the  matter, — had  he 
tendered  his  resignation,  or  given  the  three  months'  notice,  and 
quietly  withdrawn  himself  from  a  position  to  which,  he  now 
had  reason  to  suppose,  he  was  not  well  adapted,  the  Ecclesias- 
tical Council,  whose  Result  we  have  been  considering,  would 
have  been  spared  the  pain  and  mortification  of  knowing  that 
they  have  arraigned,  convicted,  and  published  to  the  world,  as 
guilty  of  a  wanton,  causeless  and  violent  disruption  of  the  most 
sacred  ties,  those  whose  only  offence,  so  far  as  this  matter  is 
concerned,  is  that  of  holding,  at  the  time  of  his  settlement  and 
ever  afterwards,  an  opinion  in  relation  to  Mr.  Butler's  qualifica- 
tions for  the  pastorate  of  the  Second  Church  in  Danvers,  which, 
in  a  little  more  than  one  year,  had,  without  their  agency  or 
influence,  become  the  almost  universal  opinion  of  the  people  of 
his  charge  ;  while  he  himself  would  have  had  much  less  occasion 
than  is  now  furnished   him  to  exclaim — "Save  me  from  my 

FRIENDS  !  " 

And  here  we  take  a  final  leave  of  this  unwelcome  sub- 
ject, to  the  consideration  of  which  we  were  compelled  by 
the  unjust  and  injurious  representations  of  the  Council.  We 
say  "  final  "  because  it  has  been  no  part  of  our  design  to  provoke 
controversy.  In  simple  self  defence,  and  more  in  sorrow  than 
in  anger,  has  every  line  been  written  ;  and  for  the  same  end 
and  with  similar  feelings,  do  we  put  these  facts  into  a  form  as 
permanent  as  that  of  the  accusations  against  us.  Much  more 
we  might  have  said.     Less  we  could  not  in  justice  to  ourselves. 
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We  have,  as  far  as  possible,  avoided  statements  which  could 
wound  the  feelings  of  any  one  ;  and,  if  the  facts  bearing  on  the 
ministerial  character  of  our  late  pastor  should  tend  to  his  injury, 
the  whole  responsibility  must  rest  upon  his  self-constituted 
defenders.  Had  they,  as  members  of  the  Council,  confined 
themselves  to  their  appropriate  work,  to  wit,  that  of  formally 
dissolving  the  pastoral  relation,  and  commending  the  pastor  to 
the  good  will  of  the  churches,  or,  travelling  out  of  their  sphere, 
had  they,  acting  as  a  self-constituted  jury,  rendered  a  verdict 
according  to  the  facts  and  in  view  of  evidence,  Mr.  Butler  might 
have  been  saved  this  exposure  of  his  failings,  and  we,  this 
ungrateful  plea  of  self-defence.  But  neither  with  the  Council, 
nor  with  any  one,  shall  we  enter  into  protracted  controversy  on 
the  questions  at  issue.  We  shall  hold  ourselves  responsible  for 
the  facts  we  have  stated.  These,  if,  in  important  particulars, 
denied,  we  stand  ready  to  substantiate.  But  imputations 
against  ourselves  personally  we  shall  not  be  anxious  to  repel. 
We  have  no  aggressive  warfare  to  wage  against  any  man.  Our 
only  aim  has  been  to  leave  on  record,  not  merely  a  denial  of 
the  charges  made  against  us,  but  an  exposure  of  their  falsity, 
that,  when  our  children  and  children's  children,  in  time  to  come, 
shall  ask,  what  mean  these  imputations  upon  the  good  name  of 
our  fathers,  they  may  be  able  to  see  for  themselves,  that  they 
mean  anything  but  truth. 

Besides,  as  men  and  Christians,  Ave  have  a  character  to  main- 
tain, an  influence  to  exert  and  a  work  to  do,  for  the  cause  of 
truth  and  piety.  If  our  character  were  in  reality  such  as  it  is 
represented  to  be  in  the  Result  of  Council,  Avhat  Christian 
Church  could  consistently  receive  us  to  its  fellowship,  or  even 
retain  us  in  its  communion  ?  Nay  more,  what  man  of  upright 
intentions,  what  citizen  of  good  repute,  would  not  imperil  his 
own  reputation  by  admitting  to  his  society  such  high-handed 
conspirators  in  evil  ?  God  forbid  that  we  should  ever  be  left  to 
merit  the  censure  which  has  been  administered  to  us !  God 
forbid  that  we  should  ever  thus  wound  the  Saviok  in  the  house 
of  his  friends. 


APPENDIX. 


JVbfe  for  page  5. — That  it  may  be  seen  that  we  have  done  no  injury  to  the 
Council  in  our  summary  of  their  Result,  we  give  the  document  in  full : — 

COUNCIL  IN  DANVERS. 

An  Ecclesiastical  Council  was  convened  in  Danvers  on  the  3d  inst.,  for  the 
purpose  of  dismissing  Rev.  J.  D.  Butler  from  his  pastoral  charge  of  the  Second 
Church.  The  Council  consisted  of  the  following  pastors,  with  their  delegates  : 
Drs.  Worcester,  Braman,  and  Cooke ;  Rev.  Messrs.  Abbott,  Lawrence,  Baker, 
and  Fletcher;  together  with  delegates  from  the  South  Church  in  Salem.* 
After  near  two  days'  inquiry  and  deliberation,  they  came  to  the  following  result 
— which  the  Council  ordered  to  be  published : — 

Result  of  Council. — Under  a  full  sense  of  the  responsibility  thrown  upon 
the  Council,  in  the  case  submitted  to  them,  they  have  earnestly  and  patiently 
labored  to  ascertain  tlie  cause  of  the  rupture  of  the  sacred  ties  which  the  case 
involves. 

The  fact  that  the  pastor  came  hither  so  recently,  with  so  high  and  well- 
earned  reputation  as  a  scholar,  a  preacher,  and  a  pastor,  that  he  came  at  the 
call  of  a  great  majority  of  this  large  and  respectable  society,  and  the  fact  that 
he  has  in  so  short  a  time  been  rejected,  so  maeh  to  the  injury  of  his  reputation 
where  the  causes  are  not  known,  compel  us  to  a  careful  scrutiny,  and  a  faithful 
statement  of  the  causes. 

That  scarcely  one  year  had  elapsed  since  his  installation  was  of  itself  a 
marked  sign  of  deficiency  in  the  pastor,  or  instability  in  the  church  and  people, 
or  else  an  extraordinary  infelicity  of  circumstances. 

Hence  Mr.  Butler's  standing  aiid  good  name  were  seriously  imperilled, 
unless  it  should  appear  to  the  public  that  he  himself  had  given  no  occasion  for 
a  three  months'  notice,  even  in  the  most  courteous  manner,  much  less  in  the 
style  of  serving  a  legal  notification. 

Not  the  least  among  the  causes  of  this  dismisssion  has  been  the  limitation  of 
the  settlement,  by  the  provision  for  a  dissolution  after  three  months'  notice. 

*  To  prevent  misapprehension,  the  "  minority  "  would  state  that  they  are  informed  that 
the  Rev.  Dr.  Braman  withdrew  from  the  Council  at  the  close  of  the  public  hearing,  and 
neither  he  nor  the  Rev.  Mr.  Abbott  were  present  at  the  adjourned  meeting,  v  hen  the  Result 
was  reported  and  adopted. 


40 

This  caused  the  contract  to  be  regarded,  by  some,  more  as  an  experiment  than 
a  settlement.  They  have  appeared  to  feel,  that  because  such  a  provision  ex- 
isted, it  existed  for  speedy  use,  and  that  it  warranted  them  to  do  many  things 
the  tendency  of  which  was  to  discredit  the  pastor,  cripple  his  ministry  and 
fulfil  their  own  predictions  of  his  early  departure  ;  and  after  they  had  caused 
the  rupture,  they  felt  that  they  were  not  bound  to  give  any  other  reasons  for  it, 
than  this  provision  in  the  contract.  So  the  church  appointed  no  committee  to 
give  any  other  reasons  to  the  Council,  assuming  that  none  would  be  wanted, 
except  the  simple  record  of  the  three  months'  notice. 

If  other  proofs  additional  to  what  we  have  already  had,  of  the  pernicious 
working  of  such  provisions  of  settlement  were  wanted,  this  case  is  strikingly 
in  point. 

But  the  Council  were  not  satisfied  to  send  their  pastor  away  on  that  simple 
record,  asking  no  questions.  The  reputation  of  a  valued  minister  had  been 
seriously  damaged,  and  they  felt  bound  to  ascertain  whether  it  were  for  a 
cause  or  for  no  cause,  and  they  assumed  that  reasonable  and  Christian  men 
would  feel  bound  to  give  reasons  for  such  a  grave  result.  As  neither  church 
or  parish  had  appointed  any  organ  to  communicate  such  reasons,  the  Council 
opened  the  door  for  individuals  of  all  parties  to  communicate  what  they  would. 
From  what  was  thus  communicated,  it  appeared  that  when  Mr.  Butler  was 
settled  there  was  a  small  but  earnest  minority  against  him,  from  whom  the 
prediction  early  went  out  that  his  settlement  would  be  brief. 

It  would  probably  be  unj  ust  to  say,  that  all  individuals  of  this  minority 
actually  labored  to  fulfil  this  prediction.     But  what  we  could  gather  of  testi- 
I  mony,  appearances  and  results,  induced  the  impression,  that  in  some  connection 
1  with  this  minority,  there  was  early  embodied  a  party  that  was  determined  that 
I  the  people  would  not,  and  should  not  be  satisfied  with  Mr.  Butler's  ministra- 
tions, and  that  at  least  all  prudent  means  should  be  employed  for  his  removal. 
Accordingly  his  pulpit  performances  were  subjected  to  criticisms,  illiberal  and 
unjust,  and  these  criticisms  were  made  the  staple  of  common  gossip  at  home 
and  abroad.     Then  when  matters  were  ripe,  an  informal  meeting  of  the  church 
was  called  without  the  pastor's  knowledge,  a  paper  was  circulated  to  swell  the 
number  of  names  of  pledged  opponents,  the  plain  tendency  of  which  was  to 
fan  the  flame  of  discontent,  and  hence  by  a  natural  course  comes  the  rupture 

{which  we  now  deplore. 
Never  did  it  more  clearly  appear  that  the  disaffection  was  without  a  good 
cause.  »The  only  pretence  of  a  cause,  was  an  objection  which  some  had  to 
the  style  of  Mr.  Butler's  preaching.  To  show  what  this  was,  a  particular 
sermon  was  named  as  having  his  offensive  features  in  special  prominence — a 
sermon,  the  report  of  which  had  gone  abroad  as  a  violation  of  taste  and  propri- 
ety. At  the  request  of  one  of  his  opponents,  this  sermon  Avas  read  before  the 
Council,  and  found  to  be  one  of  uncommon  excellence — a  sermon  which 
Avould  do  no  discredit  to  the  first  preachers  in  our  country.  The  objectors 
pointed  out  two  rhetorical  figures  Avhich  had  been  the  rock  of  offence.  About 
the  fitness  of  these,  diffei-ent  tastes  would  differ.  But  none  except  those 
strongly  predisposed  to  find  fault,  could  find  a  serious  offence  in  them.     Under 
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the  severest  judgment  that  consists  with  candor,  those  hlemishes,  (if  blemishes 
they  are,)  are  but  atoms  on  the  face  of  superior  excellence.  Yet  these  two 
figures  of  rhetoric,  appearing  in  a  sermon  which  does  honor  to  the  scholarship, 
the  rhetoric,  the  logic  and  the  piety  of  the  pastor,  were  regarded  as  specimens 
of  the  class  of  faults  which  have  turned  away  the  heart  of  the  people  from 
their  pastor. 

Of  course  there  must  have  been  great  labor  employed,  to  bring  so  great 
results  from  causes  so  small. 

The  case  clearly  shows  the  absence  of  all  substantial  causes  of  offence,  and 
the  predisposition  of  the  authors  of  the  rupture  to  take  offence,  and  that  the 
pastor  was  placed  in  a  position  in  which  it  was  impossible  not  to  offend.  Here 
we  found  that  what  had  been  named  as  his  most  objectionable  sermon,  was  one 
•that  would  do  no  discredit  to  any  preacher  ;  and  some  of  his  opponents  further 
stated  that  his  style  of  preaching  had  not  grown  worse,  but  rather  improved, 
since  he  was  settled  by  so  large  a  majority,  showing  the  opposition  still  more 
"without  excuse. 

The  absence  of  all  efforts  of  the  disaffected  to  come  to  an  amicable  under- 
standing with  the  pastor,  and  give  him  an  opportunity  to  obviate  or  mitigate  ; 
their  objections,  indicates  a  fixed  determination  to  effect  this  rupture,  and 
nothing  short,  regardless  of  consequences.  The  fact  of  disaffection  was  kept ' 
from  his  knowledge  till  the  plan  was  matured.  Then  no  opportunity  was 
given  him  to  confer  with  his  opponents  ;  conciliatory  measures,  where  proposed, 
were  rejected.  The  Council  were  pained  to  find  the  entire  absence  of  those 
courtesies  and  acts  of  Christian  forbearance  and  kindness  that  should  have 
appeared,  even  if  the  causes  for  dismission  were  ever  so  imperious. 

Interpreting  the  mind  of  the  authors  by  the  whole  course  of  proceeding,  we 
cannot  be  mistaken  in  the  conclusion,  that  this  rupture  is  the  result  of  a  fixed  j 
plan,  formed  near  the  time  of  the  installation,  and  of  active  efforts  in  pursuance  | 
of  the  plan — efforts  such  as  would  be  effectual  in  any  other  parish,  and  such  as  j 
deserve  the  severest  censure. 

The  Council,  however,  cannot  feel  that  the  responsibility  of  these  proceed- 
ings is  to  rest  entirely  with  those  who  were  of  the  original  minority.  They  '~f^ 
are  of  opinion,  that  at  an  early  period  of  the  open  opposition  to  the  pastor,  there 
was  a  neglect  by  a  portion  of  the  majority  of  the  church  to  meet  it  in  an  ap- 
propriate manner.  If  they  had  been  prompt  to  act  as  being  determined  to  ) 
discharge  their  whole  duty,  both  truly  and  kindly,  a  very  different  and  far  more 
desirable  state  of  things  might  have  been  the  result. 

And  it  deserves  here  especially  to  be  recorded  that  through  Mr.  Butler's 
whole  scene  of  trial,  trial  aggravated  by  coming  at  a  time  when  he  was  under 
the  visitation  of  most  severe  domestic  afilictions  and  bereavements,  he  has 
exhibited  a  remarkable  example  of  Christian  meekness,  forbearance,  and  kind- 
ness.   His  most  earnest  opponent  has  in  this  view  nothing  to  say. 

Justice  to  Mr.  Butler's  reputation,  seriously  injured  without  his  fault, 
requires  of  us  this  particular  and  faithful  statement  of  facts.  We  do  it  in  no 
unkindness  to  those  who  have  cast  him  out,  without  knowing  his  worth.  Such 
an  instance  of  causeless  dismission  does  a  public  injury  by  force  of  example. 
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and  the  common  interests  of  our  churches  require  tliat  we  speak  of  it  according" 
to  its  merits. 

We  would  not  give  our  sanction  to  this  dissolution  of  tlie  pastoral  relation  if 
it  depended  wholly  on  us.  But  so  far  as  the  civil  contract  is  concerned,  it  has 
already  been  dissolved  by  the  act  of  the  Society,  and  hence  a  necessity  cre- 
ated for  a  dissolution  of  the  pastor's  relation  to  the  church. 

And  in  view  of  this  necessity  and  the  action  of  the  church  upon  it,  we 
declare  the  relation  dissolved.  While  we  seriously  deplore  the  evils  which  a 
portion  of  this  people  have  brought  upon  then:iselves  in  rejecting  a  minister 
whom  they  have  not  appreciated,  and  whom  they  will  not  find  it  easy  to  replace, 
— and  in  rejecting  whom,  they  have  hazarded  those  internal  strifes  which  not 
seldom  ruin  the  strongest  societies,  we  would  counsel  mutual  forbearance  and 
forgiveness  and  the  studying  of  tlie  things  which  make  for  peace. 

For  the  pastor,  we  would  do  all  that  our  testimony,  and  sympathy,  and 
prayers  can  do.  He  came  among  us  with  a  high  reputation.  In  our  judgment. 
he  has  more  than  sustained  it.  Nothing  has  come  to  our  knowledge  touching 
his  ministry  here,  which  ought  to  detract  an  atom  from  the  public  confidence 
in  him.  Indeed  his  rare  trials  have  elicited  rare  qualities,  v/hich  have  greatly 
enhanced  our  sense  of  his  worth,  and  we  doubt  not  that  by  this  means,  the 
Head  of  the  church  has  been  preparing  him  the  better  to  fill  some  station  of  more 
extensive  usefulness. 

Parsons  Cooke,  Moderator. 

A  true  copy.  James   Fletcher,  Sciibe.. 

B. 

J^ote  for  page  13. — The  manner  in  which  the  interview  between  Mr.  Butler 
and  this  committee  was  effected,  having  been  made  the  subject  of  unmeasured 
complaint  and  denunciation,  as  involving  a  studied  concealment  of  its  real  ob- 
ject, it  is  proper  that  the  facts  in  the  case  should  be  distinctly  stated.  They 
are  these.  The  senior  officer  in  the  church  and  chairman  of  the  committee, 
being  unable,  from  bodily  indisposition,  to  accompany  his  associates  to  the 
house  of  the  pastor,  it  was  agreed  that  the  latter  should  be  requested  to  meet 
the  committee  at  the  house  of  the  chairman.  The  member  of  the  committee 
charged  with  communicating  this  request,  having,  as  he  supposed,  satisfactory 
evidence  that  Mr.  Butler  had  been  previously  apprized  of  the  informal  meeting 
and  its  results,  and,  of  course,  of  the  object  of  the  proposed  interview,  and  for 
no  other  reason,  refrained  from  any  explanation  or  statement  in  relation  to  it. 

c. 

JVbte  for  page  22, — Although  some  of  the  "rhetorical  figures"  employed  in 
this  sermon  have  been  often  cited  as  examples  of  this  characteristic  of  Mr. 
Butler's  "  style  of  preaching,"  yet  it  is  believed  that  the  sermon  itself  was 
generally  considered  by  his  people  as  one  of  his  best  pulpit  performances,  and 
it  was  distinctly  stated  to  the  Council,  that,  had  all  his  discourses  been  as  good 
as  this,  there  would  have  been  in  this  respect  comparatively  little  complaint. 
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[The  reference  to  the  following  Note  was  accidentally  omitted  in  its  proper 
place,] 

Note  for  page  15. — Reduced  to  form,  the  following  is  the  Letter  Missive 
proposed  by  one  of  the  Committee : — 

"  Whereas,  the  Second  Congregational  Society  in  Danvers  has  dissolved,  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  settlement,  the  civil  contract  heretofore  subsist- 
ing between  the  Rev.  J.  D.  Butler  and  itself;  and  whereas,  the  Church,  by 
request  of  the  pastor,  has  consented  to  unite  with  him  in  calling  a  mutual 
Council  to  act  upon  the  relation  still  subsisting  between  itself  and  Mr.  Butler, 
you  are  invited  by  your  pastor  and  delegate,  to  meet  in  Council,  at  10  o'clock 
A.  M.,  on  the  third  day  of  August  next,  to  take  such  action  in  the  premises  as 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  may  seem  to  require." 

That  proposed  by  Mr.  Butler,  and  by  which  the  Council  was  convened,  is 
as  follows : — 

"  Our  pastor  having  requested  this  Church  to  unite  with  him  in  calling  a 
mutual  Council,  to  take  such  action  regarding  the  pastoral  relation  now  sub- 
sisting between  him  and  us  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  may  seem  to 
them  to  require,  and  we  having  voted  to  comply  with  his  request,  we  hereby 
invite  you,  in  conjunction  with  hun,  thus  to  meet,  by  your  pastor  and  delegate, 
at  10  o'clock  A.  M.,  on  Tuesday,  the  tliird  day  of  August  next,  in  the  Vestry 
of  our  Church  of  worship." 


^VINDICATION 


s 


OF 


Pablick  JiisticeN-Q(i  of  Private  Charactei:, 


AGAINST    THE    ATTACKS    01 


"  Council  of  minmtt^'' 


OF    THE 


"METHODIST  EPISCOPAL  CHURCH/^ 


"  Beloved,  believe  not  evp.ry  spirit,  but  try  the  spirits  whether 
they  are  of  God  :  because  many  false  prophets  are  gone  out  in|» 
the  world." 

"  Out  of  thine  own  mouth  will  I  judge  thee.''' 


PROVIDENCE  : 

JOHN    MILLER,    PRINTER. 

::::::::::  * 
1823. 


It  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  circumstance  entirely  unworthy  ol 
notice,  that  at  the  present  day,  when  as  every  one,  at  least  in  this 
country,  supposed  the  distinction  between  Church  and  State,  was 
clearly  defined,  an  Ecclesiastical  Council,  consisting  of  some  eight 
or  nine  self-constituted  judges,  should  assemble  together  for  the 
express  purpose  of  revising  a  decision  had  in  a  civil  Court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  ;  and,  after  a  pretended  examination  of  that 
decision,  gravely  publish  to  the  world,  under  tke  sanction  of  their 
own  several  proper  names,  that  they,  as  a  body,  are  constrained 
to  differ  from  the  opinion  of  the  jury  in  such  case,  and  verily  believe, 
and  pronounce  a  man  to  be  innocent,  whom  their  verdict  had 
implicated  as  guilty  of  certain  charges  alleged  against  him.  Whe- 
ther the  pamphlet,  purporting  to  be  the  trial  of  John  N.  Maffitt, 
before  several  Methodist  clergymen,  casting  a  direct  imputation 
upon  the  proceedings  of  a  civil  court,  and  calling  upon  the  publick 
to  uphold  these  ministers  in  their  bold  attack  upon  the  publick  jus- 
tice of  the  country,  is  to  be  considered  in  the  light  of  an  ecclesiasti- 
cal bull,  entitled  to  receive  due  observance  from  all  those  who 
dread  the  thunders  of  the  Church  ;  or  whether  it  is  to  be  viewed  as 
an  abuse  of  justice,  and  a  ridiculous  attempt  to  bring  discredit  upon 
a  legal  tribunal,  by  authoritatively  pronouncing  the  decision  of  that 
tribunal,  to  be  unfounded  in  justice  or  evidence,  and  the  witnesses 
on  whose  veracity  the  jury  relied,  base  and  perjured,  remains  to  be 
decided  by  that  publick,  to  whom  these  Reverend  Gentlemen  have 
so  confidently  appealed.  There  is  something  so  novel  in  the 
course  these  gentlemen  have  pursued,  that  we  are  really  puzzled 
in  what  light  to  view  them.  An  Ecclesiastical  Council,  in  its  pro- 
per place,  since  the  name  has  lost  its  terrours,  is  not  a  thing  to  be 
feared,  or  reprehended.  It  is  well  known  that  the  discipline  of  the 
Church  sometimes  requires  that  certain  offences  of  its  members,  not 
recognized  and  punished  by  the  laws  of  the  land,  should  be  examin- 
ed by  a  tribunal  of  its  own  composing,  and  this  is  perfectly  proper, 
because  it  cannot  interfere  with  the  proceedings  of  civil  tribunals, 
and  promotes  the  order  and  regularity  of  religious  associations. 
We  would  not  therefore  be  understood  to  condemn  Ecclesiastical  Coun- 
cils, merely  as  such.  But  among  all  the  aspects  assumed  by  Eccle- 
siastical Councils,  there  has  never  been  one  in  this  country,  nor  in 
the  whole  history  of  these  tribunals  in  England  since  the  reign  of 
the  Pope,   that  has  taken  so  much  authority  upon  itself  as  the  one 


whose  proceedings  we  are  investigating — assembling  for  the  pur- 
pose of  revising  a  final  judicial  decision  and  decreeing  that  such  de- 
cision is  contrary  to  justice  and  evidence  ;  arraigning  the  jury,  and 
calling  upon  them  to  reconcile  their  verdict  with  their  oaths  and  their 
consciences  ;*  taunting  the  judge  for  permitting  evidence  to  be 
given  in  his  Court,  which  they  deem  ought  not  to  have  been  admit- 
ted, and  to  crown  their  arrogance,  accusing  the  witnesses  of  perjury, 
and  sneeringly  attempting  to  exhibit  them  in  the  most  odious  light. 
And  is  it  really  come  to  this  ?  Shall  bigotry  thus  dare  to  take  jus- 
tice by  the  beard,  and  arraign  those  who  have  been  called  as  her' 
ministers  to  do  their  office  upon  some  oifender  against  the  laws? 
Shall  a  jury,  whenever  they  decide  contrary  to  the  wishes  of  a  cer- 
tain sect  be  arraigned  by  an  Ecclesiastical  Council  of  that  sect, 
their  decision  pronounced  voi^^,  and  themselves  held  up  to  pub- 
lick  indignation,  for  having  given  a  verdict  against  justice  and  the 
oaths  that  were  binding  ^jn  their  consciences  ?  Shall  the  witnesses 
who  gave  the  testimony  on  which  the  jury  founded  their  verdict,  and 
whose  character  all  the  zeal  of  party  could  not  attack  at  the  trial, 
be  afterwar^Js  subjected  to  insult  and  abuse  from  this  same  Council, 
who  shall  on  the  slightest  pretences  and  by  a  course  of  argument, 
which  the  veriest  quihbler  at  the  bar  would  be  ashamed  of,  roundly 
accuse  these  witnesses  of  perjury,  and  announce  this  accusation  to 
the  world  ;  and  all  this  to  uphold  one  of  their  own  preachers,  not 
because  they  deem  him  an  honour  to  the  cause,  but  merely  because 
they  are  determined  that  nobody  shall  condemn  him  but  them- 
selves 1  Is  this  the  treatment  to  which  all  witnesses  are  to  be  ex- 
posed, who  shall,  whether  by  oral  testimony  or  deposition,  state 
any  thing  against  the  character  of  a  Methodist  preacher  ;  and  is  this 
the  rod  which  this  combination  of  ministers  intend  to  hold  up  in  ter- 
rour,  to  frighten  and  deter  all  who  may  hereafter  be  called  upon  to 
testify  any  thing  to  the  disadvantage  of  one  of  their  privileged 
order  ? 

If  so  let  them  avow  such  purpose,  and  it  shall  be  properly  met. 
Let  them  cast  aside  the  false  and  formal  pretence  of  candour  and 
impartiality,  and  tell  to  the  world  "that  whoever  shall  hereafter 
dare,  in  a  court  of  justice  or  by  deposition,  swear  to  any  thing  impli- 
cating the  character  of  a  Methodist  preacher,  (unless  such  preach- 
er, shall  first  have  been  tried  and  condemned  by  an  Ecclesiastical 
Council  of  his  Town  sect)  he  shall  forthwith  after  the  trial  in  Avhich 
he  has  given  such  testimony,  be  called  to  account  before  a  Council 
of  Methodist  ministers,  (but  he  shall  not  be  allowed  to  be  present  at 
such  examination  nor  shall  he  or  any  witnesses  be  heard  in  his  de- 
fence) and  no  matter  how  high  his  standing  in  society,  or  blameless 
his  hfe,  he  shall  be  pronounced  guilty  of  perjury,  and  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  a  committee  appointed  by  the  Council  who  shall  select  for 
this  purpose  the  boldest  and  most  sarcastick    of  their  number,    to 

See  page  14  of  Ihe  pamjih  e  ,  pubr«hod  by  the  minislere. 


publish  a  pamphlet  setting  forth  such  charge  of  perjury  and  exhibit- 
ing such  witness  in  the  most  inflimous  light."  Let  this  Council,if  they, 
intend  the  course  they  have  now  taken  shall  become  a  precedent 
among  their  order,  draw  up  this  article  in  substance  as  above,  and 
let  them  if  they  please  propose  it  as  an  additional  rule  of  the  disci- 
pline of  the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  !  It  may  perhaps  deter 
some  weak  minds  from  giving  their  testimony  against  another  Maffitt, 
and  induce  them  when  under  oath  to  tell  the  whole  truth,  to  con- 
ceal every  thing  they  may  suppose  will  be  disagreeable  to  an  Eccle- 
siastical Council,  lest  that  Council  should  revise  the  decision  of  the 
court,  and  publish  a  libel  on  the  witnesses,  holding  them  up  to  pub- 
lick  ridicule  and  contempt.  Perhaps  too,  were  they  to  adopt  such 
an  article,  some  judge  might  hereafter  recognize  th.-ir  claim  to  an 
exclusive  jurisdiction  over  all  offenders  of  their  denomination,  and 
juries  in  every  question  affecting  one  of  their  clergymen,  might  be 
induced  to  consult  the  opinion  of  a  council  of  ministers  before  they 
v^rould  be  so  hardy  as  to  give  a  verdict  that  might  not  suit  their 
views. 

We  do  not  make  these  remarks  tauntingly,  they  are  serious,  and 
we  appeal  to  every  member  in  society  whether  the  course  taken 
by  this  Council  is  not  a  threatening  held  out  to  the  publick,  which, 
if  it  were  to  be  countenanced  would  tend  to  defeat  the  ends  of  justice, 
and  deter  all  witnesses  from  ^ver  appearing  to  testify  against  a  Meth- 
odist clergyman  ? 

We  have  the  utmost  respect  for  the  body  of  the  clergy,and  believe 
that  it  is  necessary  to  the  moral  and  religious  well  being  of  society, 
that  they  should  be  held  in  high  estimation  ;  but  we  should  deprC' 
cate  any  where,  and  especially  in  this  country  ,an  assumption  of  priv- 
ileges by  this  order  of  men,  that  were  not  equally  enjoyed  by  other 
citizens.  Now  it  is  obvious  that  if  the  course  adopted  by  this  coun- 
cil of  ministers  should  go  into  a  precedent  among  all  denominations 
of  christians,  and  every  clergyman  who  was  convicted  by  a  jury  of  au 
offence  or  a  crime  should  be  allowed  to  appeal  to  an  Ecclesiasti- 
cal tribunal  of  his  own  order,  and  that  tribuual  should  reverse  the 
decision  of  the  civil  court  and  acquit  him  of  every  charge,  and  this 
acquittal  should  be  published  and  serve  as  a  passport  for  the  offender 
to  the  good  opinion  of  the  publick,  or  even  among  the  people  of  his 
own  denomination,  it  would  at  once  establish  a  most  formidable  ben- 
efit of  clergy,  and  conrts  of  jastice  must  be  brought  into  contempt 
whenever  an  Ecclesiastical  Council  did  not  think  proper  to  sanction 
their  proceedings.  There  is  no  ground  for  apprehension  that  an  as- 
sumption of  such  an  appellate  jurisdiction  in  Ecclesiastical  tribunal* 
will  ever  be  countenanced  by  publick  opinion.  We  have  been  ac- 
eustomed  in  this  country  to  consider  a  jury  as  the  guardian  of  our 
rights,  and  no  good  citizen  fears  to  trust  in  their  hands  his  property, 
life  and  reputation.  Their  decision  when  final,  no  man  will  attempt 
to  oppose  or  discredit  who  has  a  proper  regard  for  the  laws  of  his 
country,  and  with  that  decision  it,  least  of  all  men,  becomes  ministers 
of  religion  to  interfere. 
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Until,  therefore,  these  Methodist  clergymen  show  us  some  au- 
thority, delegating  to  them  the  power  to  reverse  the  decision  of  a 
court  of  justice,  we  shall  insist  that  they  have  grossly  erred,  and 
have  set  themselves  up  in  rebellion  against  the  laws  of  the  land. 
Where  is  their  system  of  Ecclesiastical  polity  ?  Is  it  in  the  motto  they 
have  adopted  from,  the  Levitical  law,  and  is  this  their  rule  of  evi- 
dence ?  If  so,  we  would  inform  them  that  whatever  may  have  been 
the  force  of  this  doctrine  of  evidence  in  matters  of  life  and  death,  with 
the  Israelites,  and  however  it  may  have  influenced  the  Council  in 
their  decision  respecting  Mr.  Maffitt,  it  has  long  since  passed  away 
with  other  rules  of  the  Mosaick  dispensation,  and  is  no  more  appli- 
cable to  the  proceedings  of  a  court  of  justice,  than  the  prescriptions 
laid  down  in  that  dispensation  for  the  cure  of  leprosy  and  other  dis- 
eases, are  fitted  for  the  practice  of  physicians  of  the  present  day. 
Besides  there  is  some  httle  difference  between  a  decision  which  is 
to  deprive  a  man  of  the  privilege  of  wearing  his  head,  and  one 
which  merely  takes  from  him  the  right  of  wearing  black  silk  gloves. 

If  the  Council  intended  to  act  on  this  principle  of  the  Levitical  law, 
which  is  recognized  in  their  discipline  page  62,why  did  they  not  avow 
it  at  once  ?  This  would  have  saved  them  from  the  Jaborious  and  un- 
christir.ii  task  of  attempting  to  convict  Mr.  Jones  of  perjury,  and  his 
evidence  where  it  was  not  confirmed  by  Mr.  Mafiitt,  and  other  wit-  - 
nesses,  might,  according  to  their  rule,  have  been    quietly  set  aside. 
Does  not  this  among  other  things  show  a  disposition  to  slander  and 
injure  Mr.  Jones,  where  they  might  have  avoided  it  ?     Or  are  they 
sensible  that  thepublick  will  rather  abide  by  the  laws  of  the  land, 
than  by  the  Methodist  discipline,  and  condemn  Mr.  Maffitt  even  out 
of  the  mouth  of  one  unimpeached  witness,  especially  when  that  wit- 
ness is  corroborated  by  many  circumstances  and  by  the  confession 
of  the  party  accused  I 

This  motto  however,  shows  the  grounds  on  which  this  Council 
proceed  to  set  aside  the  unimpeached  testimony  of  the  principal  wit- 
ness against  Mr.  Maffitt ;  and  were  there  no  other  objections  to  Ec- 
clesiasticaH^ouncils  of  the  nature  of  the  one  we  are  condemning, 
their  extreme  ignorance  of  the  application  or  existence  of  all  settled 
legal  principles,  their  consequent  irregularity  of  proceeding  and  the 
little  confidence  that  could  be  placed  in  a  tribunal  assembling  for  the 
purpose  of  decreeing  just  what  they  may  happen  to  determine  will 
best  promote  the  views  of  their  own  sect,  without  any  rules  to  gov- 
ern them,  would  be  sufficient  to  deter  every  honest  man  from  trust- 
ing them  with  any  power  or  influence  in  the  community.  We  do 
not  demand  of  clergymen  (and  particularly  of  those  who  do  not  gen- 
erally extend  their  information  so  far  as  is  common  with  their  breth- 
ren of  other  denominations)  that  they  should  be  learned  in  the  law, 
and  therefore  we  do  demand  of  them  that  they  should  not  undertake 
to  revise  a  decision  had  in  a  court  of  law  ;  and  if  in  despite  of  this  in- 
competency they  do  so  undertake,  they  must  suffer  the  consequences 
in  publick  estimation,  when  they  show  such  ignorance  of  the  sim- 
plf'st  principles  of  the  law  of  evidence,  as  is  so  grossly  betrayed  in 
the  pamphlet  they  have  sent  forth  as  the  result  ef  their  delibera- 
tions. 


There  was  a  time  in  the  dark  ages,  when  the  weight  of  evidence 
went  by  numbers,  and  he  who  brought  with  him  the  most  witness- 
es to  swear,  they  beheved  him  in  the  right,  won  his  cause.  This 
however,  although  this  collection  of  ministers  appear  never  to  have 
been  informed  of  the  fact,  has  long  since  been  abolished,  and  princi- 
ples of  evidence  have  been  adopted  which  have  very  little  to  do  with 
numerical  calculation.  A  certain  distinction  too  has  obtained  among 
lawyers  between  the  competency  and  the  credibility  of  witnesses  ; 
so  that  it  will  frequently  happen  that  in  a  contradiction  between  two 
witnesses  of  equal  competency,  and  where  the  veracity  of  neither  is 
directly  impeached,  the  one  shall  be  entitled  to  full  credit  and  belief 
while  the  other  from  his  situation  and  inducements  to  swear  falsely, 
shall  be  completely  discredited.  The  competency  of  a  witness  is  a 
question  for  the  judge  merely,  whether  oe  shall  be  permitted  to  testify  in 
the  case,  his  credibility  is  a  matter  for  the  jury  to  decide  under  all  the 
circumstances.  We  state  this  principle,  although  one  of  the  most  com- 
mon application  in  Courts  of  justice,  for  the  instruction  of  this 
Council,  as  their  only  estimate  of  evidence  is  numerical  ;  for  in  their 
opinion  whenever  two  witnesses  swear  against  each  other  there  is  no 
evidence  on  the  point  at  issue,  and  "  one  oath  destroys  the  other." 
If  this  be  correct  there  can  be  no  need  of  a  jury  in  trials,  and  the 
only  learning  necessary  for  a  judge  is  a  sufficient  knowledge  of  arith- 
metick  to  determine  which  party  has  the  greatest  number  of  uncon- 
tradicted witnesses 

These  remarks  are  made,  not  for  the  purpose  of  seriously  com- 
batting the  idea  that  Ecclesiastick  Councils  have  a  right  to  exercise 
a  jurisdiction  over  matters  that  have  regularly  been  decided  in  a 
civil  Court,  because  we  do  not  believe  this  Methodist  Council  them- 
selves are  prepared  to  contend  for  such  doctrine  ;  but  to  undeceive 
the  few  who  may  suppose  that  the  assumption  of  these  ministers 
to  decide  every  matter  connected  with  one  of  their  preachers,  is 
founded  in  some  sort  of  law  or  right ;  an  errour  into  which 
many  good  people  are  led  from  believing  that  whenever  a  body  of 
ministers  assemble  and  do  any  act,  that  act,  from  the  character  of 
the  persons  concerned,  must  of  course  be  proper,  and  realW 
have  some  binding  force  in  society.  The  Council  of  ministers,  wha 
convened  for  the  purpose  of  acquitting  Mr.  Maffitt  (although  they 
had  a  right  to  determine  whether  after  the  trial  at  Boston,  a  trial 
which  they  could  not  gainsay,  and  the  decision  in  which,  they  were 
bound  as  good  citizens  to  consider  binding  upon  all  persons  concern- 
ed) they  should  still  continne  in  their  communion  a  preacher  who 
had  been  so  exposed  to  the  publick,  were  no  more  authorised  to 
take  the  course  they  pursued  in  revising  the  vei'dict  of  the  jury, 
and  accusing  the  witnessess  of  falsehood,  than  they  would  be  to 
assault  the  officers  of  the  law,  and  rescue  one  of  their  preachers 
when  apprehended  for  some  crime  ;  and  their  conduct  in  the  former 
case  has  rendered  them  as  obnoxious  to  all  persons  who  desire  to 
see  the  laws  peaceably  and  decidedly  administered,  as  if  they  had 
been  guilty  of  a  direct  outrage  upon  publick  justice.     Nay,  the 
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latter  would  have  met  with  prompt  punishment,  ^«rhich  would  have 
deterrad  all  other  offenders.  The  former,  equally  injurious  in-its 
consequences,  may  have  a  much  more  dangerous  influence  upon 
society,  because  it  will  pass  unpunished,  and  may  serve  as  a  prece- 
dent for  other  councils  to  commit  still  greater  outrages  against  the 
laws-  We  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  private  character  of  the 
gentlemen  who  composed  this  Council.  We  only  condemn  them  as 
a  body,  and  even  there  we  would  in  some  degree  except  those 
who  were  not  concerned  in  preparing  the  pamphlet  which  purports  to 
be  the  report  of  their  proceedings.  Our  aim  is  principally  to  expose  the 
conduct  of  the  Committee  of  Three,  consisting  of  the  President,  Sec- 
ret Ty  and  '!r.  Hedding,  who  drew  up  the  slanderous  Report  which 
has  oaen  published  as  the  result  of  the  deliberations  of  the  whole 
Council.  We  will  not  believe  that  the  other  clergymen  who  were 
on  the  council  meant  to  sanction  with  their  names  so  gross  a  libel 
upon  private  character,  and  we  trust  that  some  of  them,  particularly 
those  who  were  dragged  upon  the  council  while  sitting  here,  and  had 
but  very  little  to  do  with  its  proceedings,  will  yet  have  the  candour 
to  avow  that  they  were  surprised  and  displeased  at  the  spirit  and 
tenour  of  the  pamphlet  published  by  this  Committee,  and  that  they 
disclaim  the  intention  of  making  their  report  a  vehicle  for  attacks 
upon  private  character,  and  sneering,  slanderous  abuse  of  in- 
dividuals of  worth  and  respectability,  merely  because  they  were 
found  guilty  of  having  given  their  testimony  in  a  legal  manner  against 
a  methodist  preacher!  Still,  however,  the  whole  of  these  men  as 
a  body  have  rendered  themselves  obnoxious  to  the  laws  of  their 
country,  by  attempting  to  oppose  their  operation,  and  when  we 
view  them  as  clergymen  and  teachers  who  are  enjoined  to  inculcate 
obedience  to  the  powers  that  be,*  and  acquiescence  in  the  decisions 
of  the  magistrates  and  officers  of  the  law  who  bear  not  the  sword  in 
vain,  we  cannot  too  strongly  reprobate  their  conduct  and  hold  them 
up  to  the  publick  indignation. 

The  course  this  Council  have  taken  is  not  a  little  singular,  even 
when  disconnected  from  their  attack  upon  the  civil  Court,  and  con- 
sidered in  relation  to  their  own  discipline.  Mr.  Maffittwas'  "  under 
report'^  of  having  been  guilty  of  some  "gross  immorality,"  before 
the  article  accounted  libellous  was  published,  and  long  before  the 
prosecution  to  vindicate  his  character  was  undertaken,  and  these 
reports  were  well  known  to  more  than  one  Methodist  preacher. 
How  happened  it  that  the  presiding  Elder  did  not  call  a  council  of 

*We  cannot  refrain  frr.m  citins;  a  passa^je  which  may  be  found  in  a  litMe 
book  called  "the  Dnrtrines  and  disc  pine  of  the  IVIefhodi-t  Episcopal  CburrI  ,*' 
p.  17.  and  which  we  recommend  particularly  to  the  perusal  of  tbi?  Council  of 
Melhodi'^t  c'ergymen  as  a  suitable  commentary  upon  their  late  proceedings. 
"As  fnr  as  it  respects  civil  affairs  we  believe  it  the  duty  of  christians  find 
especiallt/  of  christian  tnmittsrs.to  be  cubject  to  the  .-.lupreme  authoritv  of  (he 
cnuntrv  where  they  may  reside,  and  to  u^e  all  laudible  means  to  enjoin  obe- 
dience to  the  powers  that  be;  therefhre  it  is  expected  that  all  our  preachers  and 
people  will  b«have  theinselvea  as  peaceable  and  orderly  subjects." 


ministers,  and  have  these  "  reports"  examined  ?  Were  the  methodist 
clergy  willing  that  Mr.  Maffit  should  continue  in  their  connexion,  no 
matter  what  the  charges  and  suspicions  against  him  were,  provided 
they  were  not  publickly  proved  ?  Had  they  then  instituted  this  in- 
quiry, they  were  at  liberty  to  have  decided  on  the  matter  as  they  saw 
fit.  Did  they  reserve  this  engine  to  be  played  off  against  the  civil 
Court  in  case  the  trial  should  not  terminate  favourably  for 
Mr.  Maffitt  ?  Why  all  this  indifference  about  the  characier  of  their 
preacher,  while  "  under  report  of  gross  immorahties,"  and  this  haste 
to  call  a  Council  of  ministers  to  investigate  the  matter,  when  he  was 
no  longer  ''  under  report"  but  under  Zeo-aZ  conviction  of  these  oifen- 
ces  ?  Let  the  presiding  elder  and  his  brethren,  answer  this  to  their 
consciences  and  to  the  people,  and  let  them  reconcile  it  to  the  spirit 
and  injunctions  of  their  discipline. 

Had  Mr.  Maffitt  been  dragged  into  Court  contrary  to  the  wishes 
of  his  friends,  there  might  possibly  be  found  some  little  excuse  for 
the  conduct  of  this  Council  of  ministers.  But  so  far  from  this,  they 
themselves  sought  to  put  the  character  of  their  preacher  upon  this  is- 
sue. The  prosecution,  the  Council,  with  characteristick  caution, 
admit,  was  undertaken  by  the  advice  and  encouragement  of  ''  indi- 
viduals" of  their  own  society,  previous  to  which  a  committee  had 
been  sent  to  Providence,  to  ascertain  the  probable  result  of  the 
trial,  in  case  the  truth  should  be  admitted  in  justification. 

We  admit  what  the  Council  assert,  that  the  result  of  the  inquiries 
of  this  committee  so  favourable  {in  their  report.')  to  Mr.  Maffitt,  was 
not  made  known  to  the  "  official  members  of  the  Church"  in  their 
official  capacity  previous  to  the  "  complaint"  entered  by  Mr.  James 
Brewer;  but  it  was  well  known  to  those  "individuals"  who  were 
so  anxious  for  the  prosecution,  (one  of  whom  was  the  very  chairman 
of  the  aforesaid  committee,)  and  no  doubt  when  taken  in  connexion 
with  the  probability,  and  almost  certainty,  entertained  by  that  com- 
mittee that  the  witnesses  for  the  defence  who  resided  in  Rhode-Island 
would  not  appear  against  Mr.  Maffitt,  and  that  those  who  were  in  his 
favour  would  come  at  their  bidding,  provided  all  expenses  were  paid, 
decided  the  question,  which  had  been  under  discussion  from  the  18th 
of  October,  to  the  18th  of  November,  as  to  the  expediency  or  rather 
safety  of  instituting  the  prosecution.  These  gentlemen  therefore, 
when  they  had  the  opportunity  to  decide  between  a  Council  of  their 
own  ministers  and  the  civil  Court,  after  due  deliberation,  selected  the 
latter  tribunal  ;  and  however  they  may  have  been  chagrined  at  the 
result,  it  does  not  well  become  them  to  turn  round  and  attempt  to  put 
down  a  decision  given  by  a  tribunal  of  their  own  choice. 

Suppose  the  decision  had  been  favourable  to  Mr.  Maffitt  ?  Does 
any  body  believe  these  Ecclesiasticks  would  have  assembled  to  re- 
verse that  decision  ?  What  if  the  defendant  had  been  found  guilty, 
and  had  summoned  a  council  of  printers,  (who  are  as  much  authori- 
zed as  Methodist  ministers  to  revise  the  decisions  of  civil  Courts) 
and  these  printers  should  proceed  formally  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
ofthejury,  and  gravely  decree,  that  they  were  constrained  by  their 
"  judgment  and  consciences"  to  differ  from  them,  and  should  more* 
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©ver  sueer  at  the  judge,  and  by  a  course  of  exparte  testimony  at- 
tack the  veracity  of  the  witnesses  who  testified  against  their  brother 
printer,  rail  at  them  for  wearing  striight  coats  instead  o('-  clerica^l 
robes''^  and  accuse  them  directly  of  going  about  to  •'  destroy  th^ 
character  of  an  unfortunate  fellow-creature,"  and  then  publish  this 
libel  upon  publick  justice  and  private  reputation,  with  the  sanction, 
of  the  names  of  the  President  and  Secretary  of  this  disorderly  com- 
bination ?  Think  you  reader,  these  Methodist  ministers  would  have 
acknowledged  the  authority  of  this  body,  and  given  full  credit  to  their 
proceedings  ?  Would  they  not  have  dealt  out  much  eloquence  on  the 
majesty  of  the  la^s,  and  loudly  complained  of  this  outrage  upon  the 
civil  Court,  and  the  characters  of  respectable  individuals  ?  And  yet 
if  the  printers  choose  to  adopt  a  rule  similar  in  its  application  to 
them,  to  the  one  on  which  the  Council  inform  us  they  proceeded, 
they  would  constitute  a  body  as  fully  authorized  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, as  this  assembly  of  some  eight  or  nine  private  gentlemen, 
holding  the  rank  of  elders  and  travelling  preachers  in  the  Methodist 
church. 

We  trust  that  our  remarks  in  relation  to  this  Council,  will  not  be 
taken  at  all  in  connexion  with  the  highly  respectable  denomination 
of  christians  to  which  the  persons  who  composed  that  Council  belong. 
We  believe  the  methodists  will  suffer  errours  to  be  pointed  out  even 
in  their  preachers,  and  that  they  will  not,  as  a  sect,  support  them 
against  publick  opinion  at  the  expense  of  the  reputation  of  their  com- 
munity for  candour  and  honest  intention,  and  uphold  as  Methodists 
what  they  cannot  but  discountenance  as  good  citizens  and  sincere 
christians.  The  discipline  of  their  community,  founded  on  the  prin- 
ciples developed  by  the  sagacity  and  illustrated  by  the  sanctity  of  a 
Wesley,  are  calculated  to  promote  a  subordination  highly  subservient 
to  moral  purposes  ;  and  we  are  convinced  it  is  not  the  intention  of 
the  Methodists  or  of  their  clergy  generally,  to  set  themselves  up  in 
opposition  to  the  laws,  even  where  their  operation  shall  happen  to 
interfere  with  some  favourite  opinions  of  their  own,  and  affect  the 
character  of  one  of  their  own  body.  Their  ministers  are  not  a  com- 
bination of  men  linked  together  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  each 
other,  right  or  wrong,  against  all  other  persons,  with  the  determina- 
tion of  resisting  everj'  interference  of  the  civil  tribunals  with  any  in- 
dividual of  their  own  order.  The  rules  of  their  discipline  are  in- 
tended to  conform  to  the  laws  of  the  land,  and  not  to  be  quoted  and 
acted  upon  as  authorizing  proceedings  in  direct  violation,  and  in  con- 
tempt of  courts  ofjustice.  Such  is  not  the  light  in  Avhich  this  respect- 
able body  of  christians  design  that  they  and  their  discipline  shall  be 
presented,  and  tirmly  believing  this  of  them,  we  cannot  believe  that 
when  the  excitement  of  the  moment  shall  have  passed  away,  they 
will  sanction  the  proceedings  of  a  Council  of  their  ministers  who  have 
exhibited  all  the  above  intentions  in  the  most  gross  and  determined 
manner,  and  who  in  the  estimation  of  the  publick,  have  brought  great 
scandal  and  discredit  on  the  sect  to  which  they  belong,  b}-^  the  intem- 
perate zeal,  the  slanderous  attacks  upon  private  character,  and  the 
contempt  of  the  laws  of  the  country  which  are  so  skockingly  lietraye*! 
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ia  the  pamphlet  the  committee  of  this  Council  hare  published  to  the 
world.  Their  own  disciphne  directly  discountenances  such  a  pro- 
ceeding, and  we  call  upon  this  committee  to  account  to  the  Metho* 
dists  for  having  so  grossly  violated  one  of  its  positive  rules.  They 
have  a  right  so  far  as  church  discipline  is  concerned,  to  try  their  min- 
isters, and  to  preserve  the  minutes  ol  that  trial  for  the  inspection  of 
their  court  of  appeal,  the  Conference,  in  case  of  such  appeal. 
But  we  know  of  no  authority  they  have  to  publish  a  report  of  a  trial 
before  a  Council  of  ministers,  especially  when  that  trial  is  not  final 
and  is  subject  to  a  reversal.  And  further,  their  ministers  are  requir- 
ed to  publish  no  book  or  pamphlet  without  approbation  of  the 
Conference.  See  page  185  of  their  discipline.  "  IS'o  travelling 
preacher  is  permitted  to  publish  any  book  or  pamphlet  without  the 
approbation  of  ihe  annual  conference  to  which  he  belongs,  or  of  a 
committee  chosen  by  them.  It  is  recommended  to  the  annual  con- 
ferences to  caution  and  restrict  our  preachers  from  improper  publtctt' 
tions.''''*  How  will  this  elder  and  two  or  three  travelling  preachers 
reconcile  their  publication  with  the  first  part  of  this  article,  and  more 
especially  its  temper  and  spirit  with  the  latter  ? 

We  will  now  proceed  as  temperately  as  is  consistent  with  the  mat- 
ter under  inquiry,  to  examine  the  proceedings  of  this  Council  and  to 
show  as  far  as  our  limits  will  admit,  wherein  they  have  been  guilty  of 
the  serious  offences  we  allege  against  them  :  in  connexion  with 
which  such  documents  will  be  produced  as  will  fully  support  the 
ground  we  have  taken.  In  doing  this  we  shall  not  hesitate  to  express 
our  indignation  whenever  we  find  these  men  trespassing  against  the 
laws,  and  acting  the  part  of  libellers  in  publishing  slanderous  insinua- 
tions against  individuals  of  worth  and  respectability  in  the  community  ; 
but  we  shall  carefully  avoid  that  low  wit  and  sneering  remark,  which 
so  strikingly  characterizes  the  publication  of  these  reverend  gentle- 
men ;  which  cannot  fail  to  convince  the  publick  that  they  were  la- 
bouring under  an  infirmity  of  temper,  and  that  however  charitable 
they  were  disposed  to  be  toward  Mr.  Maffitt,  they  had  no  intention  of 
extending  their  kindness,  except  sneeringly,  to  any  person  who  stood 
in  the  way  of  the  object  of  their  association,  a  plausible  acquittal  of 
the  man  they  undertook  to  put  upon  his  trial. 

In  order  to  get  at  the  motives  which  influenced  this  Council  of 
ministers  it  is  necessary  to  remark  upon  their  conduct  immediately 
after  the  trial  in  Boston. 

Astonished  at  the  result  of  a  judicial  investigation  which  they  them- 
selves had  earnestly  sought  for,  and  having  improperly  identified  the 

*  This  pamphlet  is  an  ''improper  publication,"  not  only  on  account  of  the 
epirit  it  betrays,  unijeconiing  even  gentlemen  and  especially  christian  miniiters, 
but  because  it  publishes  to  the  world  the  (ull  acquittal  o<  a  man  who  has  not 
yet  had  his  final  trial,  and  who  by  the  Methodist  discipline  is  liable  to  be  set  aside 
by  the  comerence  should  they  differ  from  the  opinion  of  this  Coaiicil.  This  is 
a  direct  outrage  upon  the  appellate  juDsdiction  of  the  conference.  The  Council 
however  have  ingfniously  provided  for  a  reversal  of  their  decision  when  they  say, 
Mr,  M^tnit  i»f>nlv  on  trial,  and  may  yet  be  set  aside,  if  the  copference  see  cause 
"  wilhout  any  evidence  qferime  .'" 
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character  of  one  of  their  preachers  with  that  of  their  whole  order,  tlie 
pride  of  sect  was  aroused.  They  viewed  their  infalUbiUty  and  pri- 
vileges in  danger,  and  it  was  pubhckly  declared  that  they  would  not 
submit  to  have  one  of  their  ministers  put  down  by  the  testimony  of  a 
clergyman  of  another  denomination.  In  pursuance  of  this  resolve, 
while  under  all  the  bitterness  of  feeling  and  strong  excitement,  the 
trial  had  produced,  and  almost  before  the  ink  that  recorded  the  ver- 
dict had  dried,  they  assembled  together  under  the  pretext  of  a  rule 
of  their  discipline,  which  we  are  persuaded  was  never  designed  to 
sanction  such  an  outrage  upon  decencj'^  and  the  laws  ;  and  erected  a 
tribunal  which  seriously  set  itself  about  revising  the  decision  of  a 
civil  Court,  and  arraigning  and  condemningjudge,  jury,  and  witnesses, 
who  had  been  engaged  in  bringing  about  that  decision. 

So  little  prepared  were  they  for  the  office  of  juds^e  or  jurors,  that 
two  of  their  number  had  been  on  the  committee  who  pretended  to 
investigate  the  matter  before  the  trial,  and  hatl  already  decided  that 
Mr.  Maffitt  was  completely  innocent.  One  of  these  gentlemen  had 
also  taken  the  part  of  prosecutor  at  the  trial.  He  had  been  all  the 
way  to  Bristol  tp  "  coax^''  Mr.  Maffitt  to  appear  as  a  witness  "/or 
the  State.''''  and  to  recruit  witnesses  in  Providence  to  support  his 
cause.  He  had  used  every  exertion  to  find  some  means  to  impeach 
the  testimony  of  the  principal  witness  for  the  defence,  and  we  put  it 
to  his  conscience  whether  he  or  some  of  his  friends  did  not  even  at- 
tempt to  affect  this  purpose  by  seeking  for  grounds  to  make  it  appear 
that  the  witness  alluded  to  was  at  times  deranged  I 

AH  this  however  failed,  and  it  then  became  necessary  to  assemble 
a  Council  oi  ministers  to  blast  the  reputation  of  this  young  clergyman 
and  all  others  whose  testimony  supported  his  assertions  ;  and  so  con- 
fident was  that  same  gentleman  who  acted  the  part  of  chief  counsellor 
to  the  Council,  what  would  be  the  result  of  their  deliberations,  that 
he  wrote  to  a  friend  immediately  after  the  civil  trial,  and  before  the 
presiding  elder  had  issued  his  warrant  for  a  court,  that  Mr.  Maffitt 
would  yet  come  out  brighter  than  ever.  The  publick  may  judge 
from  these  and  many  other  similar  circumstances,  what  probability 
there  was  that  this  Council  would  engage  in  a  temperate  and  impar- 
tial investigation. 

The  first  proceeding  was  to  arraign  the  jury  for  their  decision,  and 
as  they  tell  us  to  examine  for  themselves,  only  the  evidence  received 
into  Court  .•  which  examination  as  given  in  their  report,  consisted  not 
in  the  counter  testimony  of  other  witnesses,  but  in  an  attack  upon 
the  veracity  of  the  Rev.  Mr.  Jones,  founded  on  the  same  principle 
that  a  lawyer  in  a  desperate  case  endeavours  to  turn  the  testimony  of 
the  most  important  witness  on  the  other  side  into  ridicule,  after  des- 
pairing of  being  able  to  impeach  him  in  any  way. 

In  this  they  principally  adopted  the  arguments  of  the  county  at- 
torney in  the  trial,  recast  in  the  mould  of  their  own  peculiar  sophistry. 
Their  conduct  in  this  respect  and  throughout,  is  a  most  happy  com- 
mentary on  the  doctrine  that  the  judges  are  the  advocates  for  the  cri- 
minal and  always  on  his  side! — Indeed  so  anxious  are  these  gentle- 
men to  destroy  the  character  of  Mr.  Jones   that  they  forget  every 
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thing  else,  and  pass  over  the  whole  of  Mr.  Maffitt's  Isle  of  May  con- 
fessions (altheugh  one  would  be  led  to  supposv^  they  were  hardly  fit- 
ted for  the  initiatory  studies  of  a  man,  who,  after  a  passage  of  some 
thirty  days  from  this  scene  of  dissipation,  offered  himself  as  a  candi- 
date for  the  ministry,)  because  as  we  cannot  help  believing,  it  pre- 
sents no  opportunity  for  them  to  attack  the  veracity  of  this  witness. 
Not  content  however  with  barely  discrediting  Mr.  Jones,  they  take 
a  more  effectual  method  to  get  rid  of  the  disagreeable  testimony 
against  Mr.  Maffitt,  by  denying  that  any  such  evidence  was  given  at 
the  trial,  on  the  ground  that  they  have  been  at  great  pains  to  collect 
the  evidence  in  part  trom  other  sources  than  the  printed  report  of 
that  trial,  which  report  they  pronounce  to  be  incorrect.  This  is  a 
very  easy  way  of  getting  the  wind  of  an  argument,  and  we  are  sorry 
we  cannot  accommodate  the  gentlemen  by  giving  them  the  advantage 
of  it.  But  until  they  point  out  their  "•  sources  in  p?.rt"  and  show  us 
how  they  discredited  the  report  of  the  trial,  we  shall  infer  that  they 
convicted  the  reporters  even  in  a  more  summary  wa)'^  than  they  ac- 
quitted Mr.  Maffitt,  and  shall  take  the  liberty  of  placing  more  reliance 
on  the  notes  of  the  judge,  the  counsel,  the  clerk  of  the  court,  and 
some  others,  all  of  which  were  consulted  in  giving  the  printed  report 
of  the  evidence,  than  in  the  simple  assertion  of  this  Council  unsup- 
ported by  a  single  fact,  and  when  only  three  or  four  of  their  num- 
ber were  present  at  the  trial,  or  knew  any  thing  about  the  testimony. 

After  all  these  preparations,  the  Council  still  seem  to  be  very  much 
troubled  with  Vlr.  Maffitt's  own  testimony,  and  find  then;iselves  in  dan- 
ger, in  spite  of  the  Mosaick  rule  of  evidence,  of  being  compelled  to 
condemn  him  "  out  of  his  own  mouth."  To  avoid  this  dilemma  all 
the  contradictions  of  this  witness  are  reconciled  by  a  mysterious  al- 
lusion to  church  usages.  "  Several  of  the  members  of  the  Council 
being  present"  (when  the  questions  were  proposed  to  Mr.  Maffitt  in 
which  he  contradicted  himself,)  "  discovered  at  the  time,  that  some  of 
them  were  not  perfectly  understood  by  Mr.  Maffitt,  and  that  scinc  of 
his  answers  were  not  understood  by  the  gentlemen  who  proposed  the 
questions  as  they  related  to  church  usages  with  which  those  gen- 
tlemen were  not  acquainted."  Now  although  to  the  uninitiated,  such 
as  the  counsel,  the  judge,  the  jury,  and  every  body  except  three  or 
four  of  this  Methodist  Council,  Mr.  Maffitt  appears  at  thp  trial  guilty 
of  the  most  unequivocal  contradictions  in  his  testimony,  yet  all  this  is 
easily  reconciled  because  he  did  not  perfectly  understand  the  ques- 
tions, and  the  defendant's  counsel  were  ignorant  of  the  usages  of  the 
Methodist  church ! 

It  was  certainly  very  unfair  in  the  counsel  not  to  give  Mr.  Maffitt 
notice  whenever  they  attempted  by  their  questions  to  make  him  con- 
tradict himself,  because  had  he  been  aware  of  such  design  he.  per- 
haps, might  have  avoided  involving  himself  in  these  unpleasant  con- 
tradictions. We  have  no  doubt  that  in  this  way  Mr.  Maffitt  did  not 
perfectly  understand  the  questions  proposed  to  him,  and  we  have  fre- 
quently seen  witnesses  involved  in  a  similar  difficulty  owing  to  the  un- 
fairness of  lawyers  in  asking  them  two  questions  where  they  are 
compelled,  in  order  to  be  consistent  with  some  former  statements,  to 
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give  answers  in  direct  opposition  to  each  other  !  We  will  not  vouck 
for  the  knowledge  Mr  Buckingham's  counsel  may  have  of  church 
usages,  but  it  is  evident  thej"^  understood  enough  of  cross  examina- 
tion to  involve  Mr.  Maffitt  in  his  own  toils,  and  compel  him  by  his  own 
confessions  to  defeat  his  own  cause  ;  and  we  apprehend  that  lawyers 
generally  understand  a  flat  contradiction  in  evidence  quite  as  well 
as  any  of  the  clergy.  Nor  can  we  perceive  what  church  usages  have 
to  do  with  Mr.  Maffitt's  declaring  that  all  the  poetry  under  the  head  of 
original,  in  his  book  was  written  by  himself,  and  yet  that  he  knew  two 
hymns  were  stolen  from  old  authors  ;  that  as  Mr.  Jones,  senior,  testi- 
fied, he  did  not  offer  himself  as  a  preacher  until  some  months  after 
his  arrival  in  this  country,  and  yet  that  it  was  true  he  called  on  Mr, 
Crowell  the  morning  after  his  arrival  in  New  York,  and  offered  him- 
self as  a  candidate  to  preach,  and  that  Mr  Crowell's  refusal  to  admit 
him,  distressed  him  very  much  :  that  he  was  engaged  in  dancing  and 
other  dissip-Htion  at  the  Isle  of  May,  and  yet  on  his  passage  there 
from  Ireland,  and  from  May  to  this  country,  he  was  devoutly  engaged 
in  prayer  and  pious  meditation,  and  when  he  approached  the  island 
was  lost  in  devout  and  sublime  reflections,  perusing  Zimmerman  on 
sohtude  :  That  he  was  a  partner  with  his  mother  in  Ireland  and  yet 
speaks  in  his  book  of  my  establishment,  my  debts,  fee  and  that  after 
he  failed,  that  is,  he  and  his  mother,  he  paid  ofi"  his  creditors  so  far 
as  he  could  with  his  own  property,  and  then  drew  on  his  mother, 
who  as  one  of  the  firm  was  responsible  for  all  the  debts,  for  the 
balance  :  That  his  mother  had  property  of  her  own  independent  of 
the  firm,  and  that  he  di^ew  on  his  own  mother  for  his  wife's  por- 
tion I 

Th  it  he  had  repeat-edly  requested  a  young  lady  to  sing  him  a  fa- 
vourite song  from  Moore,  and  yet  knew  nothing  about  the  subject  of 
the  song,  and  never  had  the  curiosity  to  read  the  words,  although  the 
book  containing  them  frequently  lay  before  him  on  the  piano,  and  the 
words  were  generally  sung  whenever  the  air  was  played.  We  ap- 
prehend the  mystecism  of"  church  usages^'  will  avail  but  little  in  ex- 
plaining these  and  other  contradictions,  and  that  twelve  sworn  men 
are  a  Uttle  more  competent  to  decide  upon  them,  than  the  three  or 
four  clergymen  assisting  in  conducting  the  prosecution,  and  showing 
all  the  interest  at  least  of  counsel  if  not  of  parties  in  the  issue.  If 
Mr.  Maffitt's  answers  were  unintelligible  and  could  be  explained, 
why  did  not  Mr.  Hedding,  one  of  this  council  who  sat  at  the  elbow  of 
the  county  attorney  and  acted  the  part  o(  his  familiar,  suggest  such 
questions  as  would  lead  to  a  proper  explanation  ?  But  no,  Mr.  Hed- 
ding thought  of  no  such  questions, then — it  is  not  until  the  Council 
assemble  that  this  nice  distinction  is  discovered. 

After  having  thus  prepared  the  way  to  deny  all  the  testimony  in 
the  reported  trial  that  bears  hard  upon  Mr.  Maffitt,  and  to  avoid  his 
own  confessions,  they  proceed  in  r.  manner  not  only  unchristian  but 
grossly  libellous,  to  attack  the  character  of  the  principal  witness, 
Rev.  AU'xander  .Tones,  Jun.  This  must  of  course  be  done,  or  it  was 
impossible  even  for  this  Council  of  sworn  friends  to  excuse  Mr.  Maf- 
fit.     In  doing  this  they  have  been  guilty  of  an  ofl"ence  for  which  this 
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gentleman,  were  he  so  disposed,  could  arraign  them  before  the  offen- 
ded justice  of  the  country.  They  have  accused  this  witness  of per- 
jury,  not  perhaps  in  so  many  technical  words,  but  as  directly  as  lan- 
guage can  convey  such  an  accusation.  They  say,  speaking  of  Mr. 
Jones,  ''  we  can  put  very  little  contidence  in  any  thing  he  says  let 
him  say  it  in  what  form  hewill'''  page  5  (meaning  thereby  that  he  is 
not  to  be  beheved  when  under  oath  in  a  court  of  justice.)  Again  they 
say,  in  relation  to  several  things  Mr.  Jones  most  positively  swore  to^ 
and  some  of  which  Mr.  Mciffitt  himself  did  not  deny,  "  we  do  not  be- 
lieve these  statements,  there  is  no  evidence  to  support  them,  and  we 
do  not  think  any  man  has  a  right  to  believe  them  !"  Are  these  rev- 
erend gentlemen  aware  that  by  these  assertions  which  roundly  ac- 
cuse an  unimpeached  witness  of  perjury  in  a  court  of  justice,  (for  it 
is  in  vain  to  attempt  to  explain  it  away  by  pretending  they  only  mean 
that  Mr.  Jones  was  mistaken,  and  under  this  mistake  swore  to  posi- 
tive falsehoods  ;  the  law  will  not  allow  the  reputation  of  a  man  to  be 
trifled  with  in  this  way,  and  excuse  the  offenders  who  have  attempt- 
ed to  ruin  private  character,  because  after  the  injury  is  done,  they 
undertake  to  plaster  the  deadly  wound  they  have  inflicted  by  a  hy- 
pocritical pretence  of  not  meaning  any  harm,)  are  they  aware  we  ask 
that  in  this  matter  they  have  been  guilty  of  a  much  greater  offence 
than  Mr.  Buckingham  whom  they  so  much  condemn,  would  have 
been  convicted  of,  had  all  his  insinuations  against  Mr.  Mafiitt  been 
found  false  ?  And  yet  such  is  the  case.  These  ministers  have  in 
these  and  several  other  instances  accused  persons  not  merely  of 
offences  against  morals  not  recognised  by  the  laws,  but  of  a  crime  for 
which,  if  their  assertions  are  to  be  believed,  these  witnesses  are 
exposed  to  a  publick  prosecution  and  a  most  ignominious  punishment. 
We  are  extremely  loth  to  believe  the  authors  of  the  pamphlet  knew 
what  they  were  doing.  Their  ignorance  of  the  law  of  libel,  their 
mistaken  notion  of  the  right  this  Council  had  to  attack  the  charac- 
ter of  witnesses,  and  the  excitement  under  which  they  acted,  must 
have  betrayed  them  into  this  outrage  upon  private  reputation,  this 
total  disregard  of  what  was  due  to  the  laws  of  the  land  and  to  them- 
selves as  christian  ministers.  Surely  they  cannot  persist  in  this  er- 
rour,  and  while  complaining  of  the  license  of  the  press  and  condemn- 
ing a  libeller,  themselves  be  guilty  of  a  libel  much  more  gross  and 
licentious  !  They  have  however  seen  fit  to  issue  this  libellous  publi- 
cation, and  unless  they  recant  like  honest  men  when  convicted  of  er- 
rour,  must  suffer  the  obloquy  and  indignation  with  which  the  intelli- 
gent publick  will  not  fail  to  regard  such  a  proceeding  by  men  profes- 
sing the  doctrines  of  that  religion,  which  so  far  from  authoriz- 
ing such  an  attack  even  upon  enemies,  enjoins  them  to  return  good 
for  evil  and  when  reviled  not  to  revile  again. 

In  order  however  to  give  some  sophistical  plausibility  to  this  at- 
tack upon  the  character  of  Mr.  Jones,  they  gravely  tell  us  that  v/hen 
he  asserts  any  thing  which  Mr.  Maffitt  denies,  tbey  consider  there  is 
oath  against  oath  and  no  evidence  on  the  point.  Even  granting  them 
this  position,  which  every  law  student  knows  to  be  totally  false  in  its 
application  to  evidence,  how  does  their  conduct  as  a  tri|>unal  appear  ? 


16 

Mr.  Maffitt  is  arraigned  before  them  as  a  person  "  under  report'^  ojt 
having  been  guilty  of  falseiiood,  and  this  is  one  of  the  charges  oii 
which  they  are  lo  try  him  ;  but  if  he  himself  will  only  assert  he 
has  not  been  guilty  of  this  oifence,  they  at  once  admit  it  as  an  entire 
justification,  and  acquit  him  merely  because  he  pleads  not  guilty  to 
the  allegation  !  We  apprehend  were  courts  of  justice  to  adopt  this 
principle  few  criminals  would  be  so  foolish  as  to  suffer  themselves 
to  be  convicted,  if  this  man  had  been  guilty  of  falsehood  in  the  first 
instance,if  he  had  denied  the  obligations  of  Christianity,  would  an 
oath  be  any  thing  binding  on  his  conscience,  and  would  he  not  when 
driven  to  a  trial  attempt  to  support  his  character  by  additional  false- 
hood ?  Had  the  council  of  ministers  reflected  on  this  for  a  moment, 
thsy  would  have  seen  there  was  little  safety  in  taking  as  full  proof 
of  innocence  the  bare  assertions  of  the  very  person  they  were  ar- 
raigning on  the  charge  that  his  assertions  were  not  to  be  believed. 
And  yet  the  simple  denial  of  Mr.  Maffitt  is  to  this  Council  in  all  cases 
a  full  acquittal  of  every  charge  against  him.  Nay  so  far  do  they 
carry  this  absurdity,  that  in  page  24,  of  their  Report,  they  reconcile 
a  positive  falsehood  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Maffitt  as  sworn"  to  by  two 
witnesses,  neither  of  which  even  this  Council  undertook  to  discred- 
it, because  although  he  does  not  deny  having  said  to  Mr.  Anthony 
he  was  a  methodist  to  the  back  bone,  "  he  has  not  any  recollection''^ 
of  denying  to  the  other  witness  that  he  did  make  the  observa- 
tion to  Mr.  Anthony  !"  Here  the  bare  assertion  of  the  man,  this 
Council  are  trying  for  falsehood,  that  he  does  not  recollect  what  a 
witness  positively  swore  to,  is  sufficient  to  lead  them  to  disbelieve 
that  witness  under  oath,  and  to  write  down  Mr.  Maffitt  innocent  of 
the  charge  so  clearly  proved  against  him ! 

There  is  so  manifest  an  absurdity  in  the  attempt  made  by  this 
Council  to  show  that  Mr.  Jones  is  not  intitled  to  so  much  credit  as 
Mr.  Maffitt  because  the  latter  was  "  witness  for  the  State  "  and  the 
former  "  witness  in  part  for  his  own  character,"  that  we  will  not  think 
so  meanly  of  their  understanding  as  to  believe  they  themselves,  gave 
the  least  credit  to  such  ridiculous  sophistry.  If  Mr.  Maffitt's  charac- 
ter was  not  called  in  question  by  the  charges  alleged  against  him, 
how  happened  it  that  his  friends,  the  Council,  have  been  so  anxious 
to  wipe  off  the  blot  made  upon  his  reputation  by  the  result  of  that 
trial  ?  It  is  surprising  that  "  the  State'''  for  whom  he  was  a  witness, 
and  who  of  course  was  the  party  in  the  cause,  should  not  suffer  by 
having  been  found  guilty  of  the  charges  alleged  in  the  supposed  li- 
bel ?  It  is  extremely  unfair  that  all  the  odium  should  rest  upon  this 
disinterested  witness,  and  not  attach  to  his  principal  the  State  !  But  it 
is  necessary  to  destroy  the  reputation  of  Mr.  Jones,  and  to  effect 
this,  no  sophistry  is  too  absurd  for  this  Council  which  may  possibly 
deceive  the  publick.  The  ground  on  which  they  pretend  that  Mr. 
Jones  was  a  witness  for  his  own  character  is,  that  when  on  oath  he 
swore  to  precisely  the  same  facts  which  he  had  before  stated  on 
several  occasions  ;  and  this  which  with  all  lawyers  and  with  all 
sensible  people  is  a  confirmation  of  the  truth  of  what  a  witness  tes- 
tifies, is  attempted  to  be  shaped  into  an  impeachment  of  Mr.  Jones' 
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veracity.  This  could  not  be  pardoned  even  as  the  quibble  of  a  law- 
yer when  managing  a  desperate  cause,  but  when  given  as  the  rea- 
soning of  a  sage  tribunal  of  ministers,  it  is  a  gross  outrage  upon  com- 
mon sense.  Not  content  with  this  unfairness  they  also  represent 
Mr.  Jones  as  swearing  to  support  charges  "  of  which  he  himself  was 
the  author,"  thereby  making  him  a  slanderer  and  liar,  without  a  tit- 
tle of  proof  to  support  so  barefaced  an  accusation  !  Is  it  thus  gen- 
tlemen you  practically  comment  on  the  commandment  which  enjoins 
you  not  to  bear  false  witness  against  your  neighbolir  ?  Is  it  thus 
you  show  your  abhorrence  of  slanderers,  and  inculcate  the  doctrines 
of  christian  charity  and  forbearance  ? 

But  we  regret  that  we  have  condescended  to  allude  to  this  ridicu- 
lous insinuation  against  this  witness.  We  have  done  it  however  not 
to  prove  that  while  Mr.  Maffitt  had  every  inducement  that  man  could 
have  to  misrepresent,  and  Mr.  Jones  none  at  all,  the  testimony  of  the 
former  is  to  be  received  with  great  caution, while  the  latter  is  intitled  to 
full  credit ;  but  we  remark  upon  it  as  among  other  things  strikingly 
illustrating  the  spirit  and  reasoning  of  the  authors  of  the  pamphlet  we 
are  condemning,  and  showing  how  they  have,  in  every  thing,  daubed 
with  untempered  mortar. 

It  is  enough  for  us  that  an  intelligent  jury  who  were  sworn  to  de- 
cide between  these  two  witnesses,  and  who  by  the  principles  of  law 
and  common  sense  as  laid  down  by  the  judge,  Avere  bound  "  careful- 
ly and  severely  to  criticise  their  respective  merits,  motives,  charac- 
ter and  credibility,  as  far  as  could  be  gathered  from  what  had  been 
testified  concerning  each,  from  what  appeared  on  the  stand,  and  from 
the  nature  of  their  respective  testimony  ;"  it  is  enough  for  us,  it  is 
enough  for  every  candid  mind,  that  they  did  so  weigh  these  wit- 
nesses in  the  balance  and  that  Mr.  Maffitt  was  found  wanting.  The 
opinion  therefore  which  the  Council  tell  us  they  formed  of  the  two 
witnesses,  an  opinion  formed  in  fact  by  only  three  or  four  of  their 
number  who  were  present  at  the  trial,  is  not  to  be  trusted  ;  and  all 
who  would  rather  have  their  liberty  and  reputation  in  the  hands  of  a 
jury  than  at  the  disposal  of  three  or  four  clergymen,  cannot  for  a  mo- 
ment hesitate  on  this  point.  The  spirit  of  the  insinuations  with  which 
the  Council  commence  their  attacks  upon  Mr.  Jones,  is  sufficient  to 
convince  every  fair  mind  that  they,  least  of  all  men,  were  fitted  to 
judge  of  the  force  and  weight  of  evidence  in  this  trial.  They  are  not 
the  remarks  of  judges,  of  persons  in  search  of  truth,  but  the  invec- 
tives of  a  bitter  temper,  the  sneers  of  baffled  and  angry  men.  This 
spirit  is  fully  betrayed  in  the  manner  in  which  they  have  coloured 
and  misrepresented  the  testimony. 

To  illustrate  this  we  will  pursue  them  through  the  charges  which 
they  allege  against  Mr.  Jones.  This  witness  had  stated  that  when  Mr. 
Maffitt  told  him  he  had  no  belief  in  Christianity,  he  did  not  understand 
him  to  mean  positively  he  was  an  infidel,  but  that  he  had  no  conviction 
in  his  mind  of  the  truth  of  Christianity.  On  being  cross  questioned  as 
to  the  motive  that  could  induce  Mr,  Maffitt  to  make  this  declaration, 
he  replied  that  he  could  not  tell  ;  that  he  thought  it  was  to  show  that 
he  was  above  the  vulgar  prejudice  of  belief  in  Christianity.  This  he 
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gave  merely  as  a  reflection  made  at  the  time,  not  as  a  fact.     He  was 
questioned  as  to  his  opinion  and  stated  what  that  opinion  was, 

Were  we  to  adopt  the  mode  of  reasoning  in  which  the  authors  of 
the  "  Report"  so  much  dehght,  we  might  say  a  man  could  be  a  disbe- 
jiever  in  Christianity  and  not  an  infidel.  A  deist  is  not  an  infidel,  nor 
is  a  Jew  who  believes  in  the  old  testament  an  infidel,  but  both  are 
disbelievers  in  Christianity.  This  disbelief  might  consist  in  having 
no  conviction  of  the  truths  of  Christianity,  arising  from  never  having 
studied  its  pi'inciples  or  felt  its  truth  ;  whereas  infidelity  must  be  the 
result  of  examination  and  reflection,  and  a  decided  rejection  of  Chris- 
tianity as  a  fable.  In  this  latter  view  Mr.  Jones  did  not  consider  Mr. 
Maffitt's  expression  of  disbelief  as  an  avowal  of  settled  infidelity.  We 
might  also  demand  of  this  Council  that  as  they  insist  Mr.  Maflitt  has  a 
right  to  put  what  construction  he  pleases  on  the  term  tailor,  they  will 
allow  iV]i.  Jones  to  understand  as  he  chooses,  the  term  infidel.  But 
we  despise  this  kind  of  sophistry.  Mr  Jones,  tjvidently  meaning  to 
put  the  mildest  construction  he  could  on  Mr.  Maffitt's  confession,  did 
not  understand  him  to  mean  he  was  a  confirmed  infidel,  but  that  he 
did  not  believe  Christianity  because  he  had  not  in  his  mind  any  con- 
viction of  its  truth.  His  disbelief  was  avowed  to  show  his  superiority 
of  understanding  over  the  multitude  ;  that  never  having  taken  the 
trouble  to  investigate  the  subject,  he  was  not  disposed  to  admit  its 
truth  on  hearsay  and  merely  from  traditional  belief,  as  is  the  case 
with  a  great  many  of  mankind,  and  that  he  was  above  this  vulgar  pre- 
judice of  traditional  belief.  If  this  does  not  satisfy  the  Council  they 
are  at  liberty  to  make  the  most  of  it.  Grant  them  the  whole,  it  only 
amounts  to  an  inconsistency  in  theological  terms,  and  not  a  contradic- 
tion in  point  of  fact. 

The  second  insinuation  against  this  witness  is,  that  he  confessed  he 
laughed  with  Mr.  Maffitt  "  at  certain  religious  exercises."  This  is  a 
perversion  of  the  testimony  that  must  have  been  wilful,  and  of  which 
we  should  suppose  honest  men  would  be  ashamed.  Mr.  Jones  stated 
he  had  observed  to  Mr.  Maffitt  he  did  not  think  three  quarters  of  his 
converts  were  genuine.     He  assented. 

Mr.  Jones  then  mentioned  some  circumstances  which  he  thought 
ridiculous,  that  had  occurred  when  these  pretended  converts  came 
to  the  altar,  (that  is,  when  Mr.  Maffitt  had  called  them  up  to  the  al- 
tar as  was  his  practice)  and  he  laughed  at  these  ridiculous  circum- 
stances, not  "  at  religious  exercises,''''  That  is,  Mr.  Jones  like  most 
sensible  people,  esteemed  many  occurrences  which  happened  at  Mr. 
Maffitt's  altar,  ridiculous.  He  did  not  consider  them  religious  exercises, 
and  as  there  was  no  sincerity  in  the  persons  who  had  been  the  cause  of 
these  •'  ridiculous  circumstances,"  he  treated  them  as  they  deserved, 
with  levity.  Nor  was  he,  at  the  time  of  this  conversation,  a  clergy- 
man. Bui  how  do  these  ministers  excuse  Mr.  Maffitt  ?  If  they  believe 
Mr,  Jones  when  they  consider  he  condemns  himself,  they  must  be- 
lieve him  when  in  the  same  statement  he  condemns  Mr.  Maflitt. 
He  was  a  clergyman  ;  he  had  urged  these  persons  to  come  to  his  altar 
and  pretended  to  believe  that  it  was  ak-eligious  exercise.  How  comes 
it  that  he  is  found  ridiculing  his  converts  for  insincerity,  and  laughing 


19 

at  circumstances,  no  matter  how  ridiculous,  that  occurred  when  he 
was  engaged  in  what  he  pretended  to  consider  a  pious  exercise  of  re- 
ligion ?  But  grant  the  gentlemen  the  advantage  of  this  quibble.  It 
does  not  excuse  Mr.  Matfitt.  It  only  proves  the  sincerity  of  Mr. 
Jones  in  stating  every  circumstance  that  occurred  in  the  conversa- 
tions he  was  testifying  to,  even  at  the  risk  of  subjecting  himself  to 
misinterpretation.  Does  not  this  look  like  an  honest  intent  to  tell  the 
whole  truth  ? 

As  to  the  third  accusation  brought  forward  by  these  ingenious 
ministers,  that  Mr.  Maffitt  could  not  have  said  he  did  not  read  the 
scriptures,  it  is  sufficient  that  Mr.  Jones  declared  on  oath  he  did  say 
so,  and  Mr.  Maffitt  did  not  deny  it.  The  Council,  therefoie,  by 
their  own  rule  of  evidence  are  bound  to  believe  it.  "  We  believe" 
Mr.  Maffitt  never  displayed  in  his  preaching  such  learning  in  theol- 
ogy as  to  compel  any  one  to  infer  he  was  particularly  gi>'en  to  the 
study  of  the  scriptures.  It  is  a  very  easy  matter  to  select  a  text, 
from  Walker  for  instance,  and  then  run  thi'ough  the  parallel  texts 
referred  to  in  the  margin  of  the  Bible  ;  and  this  is  all  Mr.  Maffitt  ev- 
er appears  to  have  done  in  his  discourses.  The  argument  used  by 
the  Council  that  this  confession  was  "/oo/zs/i,"  because  it  tended 
to  injure  Mr.  Maffitt,  and  consequently  it  cannot  be  true  he  made 
the  confession,  is  much  more  convenient  than  sound,  and  seems  to 
serve  the  Council,  when  involved  in  some  inextricable  difficulty,  in 
the  same  way  that  the  gods  did  the  heathen  poets  when  their  hero 
got  into  some  disagreeable  scrape  from  which  he  could  not  be  extri- 
cated by  fair  means.  It  only  proves  that  this  second  pious  Jiineas, 
was  equdllj  foolish  in  every  thing  he  confessed  or  did  of  an  improper 
nature,  as  the  "  direct  tendency"  of  it  all  "  was  to  injure  himself." 
On  this  ground  it  would  be  impossible  to  convict  any  one  of  improp- 
er conduct,  because  no  man  would  be  so  foolish  as  to  do  any  thing 
that  had  a  tendency  to  injure  himself;  and  we  do  not  see  how  this 
Council  could  convict  their  friend  of  those  "  mournful  impruden- 
cies  and  indiscretions"  of  which  even  they  were  compelled 
to  find  him  guilty  :  Surely  he  could  not  have  been  so  foolish 
as  to  injure  himself  even  by  "  imprudencies  and  indiscretions  '." 
"This  opinion  of  the  Council,  however,  completely  explains  the  sin- 
gularity of  Mr.  Maffi.tt  making  the  confessions  he  did  to  Mr.  Jones. 
They  are  "mournful  evidences"  of  "  imprudence  and  indiscretions," 
and  this  account  of  the  matter,  removes  all  the  difficulty. 

The  next  insinuation  is  an  attempt  to  cast  a  slur  on  the  fairness  of 
Mr  Jones,  by  saying  that  he  appeared  (that  is  to  three  or  four  of 
these  ministers)  disposed  "  to  wander  from  everything  relating  to 
the  cause,  merely  to  make  Mr.  M.  appear  ridiculous."  If  Mr.  M. 
had  by  his  conduct  rendered  himself  ridiculous,  why  should  this 
Council  who  pretend  to  be  engaged  in  investigating  his  conduct  as  a 
clergyman,  complain  that  these  improprieties  in  his  behaviour  and 
conversation  were  disclosed  ?  Surely  they  are  not  afraid  of  the  truth, 
and  unwilling  that  the  conduct  of  so  celebrated  a  preacher,  should  in 
every  particular,  connected  w«th  his  character  as  a  minister,  be  fully 
investigated  ?  But  this  is  merely  another  attempt  to   discountenance 
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the  testimony  of  Mr.  Jones,  even  where  if  they  succeeded,  it  could  not 
in  the  least  support  Mr.  Maffitt;  and  shows  how  hard  the  authors  of  the 
pamphlet  were  pushed  for  materials  to  make  out  a  plausible  story. 
Mr.  Jones  was  particularly  questioned  as  to  instances  of  loose  and 
light  behaviour  and  conversation  in  Mr.  Maffitt,  and  among  other 
things  he  mentioned  what  Mr.  Maffitt  had  told  him  of  an  occurrence 
in  Connecticut.  It  is  not  very  difficult  to  determine  the  probability 
that  "  a  young  lady  of  a  respectable  family"  would  conduct  in  the 
way  represented  by  Mr.  M.  towards  any  man,  much  less  a  clergyman, 
without  any  intimation  on  his  part  that  it  would  be  agreeable.  The 
most  abandoned  female  would  not,  uninvited,  be  guilty  of  such  con- 
duct, and  Mr.  Jones  might  well  say  to  Mr.  M.  at  the  time,  that  he 
doubted  it.  This  is  what  he  stated  he  did  say,  and  not  as  this  Coun- 
cil pretend  in  the  present  tense,  "  I  do  not  believe  him." 

But  Mr.  Maffitt  did  not  deny  this  story  in  his  testimony,  therefore 
the  Council  on  their  own  ground,  have  no  right  to  disbelieve  that  he 
told  it  to  Mr.  Jones.  We  must  be  permitted  to  believe  that  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant,  knew  what  matter  "  related  to  the  cause" 
rather  better  than  these  reverend  gentlemen,  and  as  they  proposed 
the  questions  in  relation  to  Mr.  M.'s  loose  behaviour  and  conversa- 
tion, we  do  not  see  how  Mr.  Jones,  under  his  oath,  could  avoid  telling 
what  he  knew  of  this  nature.  If  the  story  is  to  Mr.  M.'s  advantage, 
the  Council  ought  to  be  obliged  to  the  witness  for  relating  it.  For 
ourselves  we  can  only  say  that  clergymen  are  not  in  the  habit  of 
meeting  ^vith  or  recounting  such  adventures,  and  we  hope  Mr.  M.  is 
the  only  one  who  ever  exposed  himself  to  so  disagreeable  a  tempta- 
tion. 

As  to  Mrs.  Merritt's  statem.ent,  there  was  evidently  a  misunder- 
standing. Mr.  Jones  previous  to  this  conversation,  had  related  to  Mr. 
Crocker  and  Mr.  Prentice,  many  things  he  knew  of  improper  conduct 
and  conversation  in  Mr.  ft3affitt,  and  could  not  have  said  "  he  knew 
nothing  except  from  report."  Mrs.  Merritt  was  busily  engaged  in 
household  affairs,  and  must  have  misapprehended  or  misapplied  what 
Mr.  Jones  said,  especially  as  Mrs.  Turpin  who  was  present  beard  no 
such  remark.  If  this  had  been  of  much  import  at  the  trial,  the  coun- 
ty attorney,  who  conducted  the  cause  with  great  ingenuity  and  abil- 
ity, and  urged  objections  against  Mr.  Jones,  much  more  adroitly  than 
the  authors  of  this  pamphlet,  would  have  availed  himself  of  it,  and  yet 
he  did  not  allude  to  the  circumstance.  The  reporters  of  Mr.  Maffitt's 
trial,  with  their  usual  unfairness  and  disregard  to  facts,  here  state  that 
"  if  they  mistake  not,  Mr.  Jones'  own  story  shows  he  had  previous  to 
this  conversation  related  by  Mrs.  Merritt,  disclosed  Mr.  Maffitt's  confi- 
dential communications."  On  the  contrary  Mr.  Jones  declared  that 
he  neverrevealed  the  only  two  things  Mr.  Maffitt  ever  told  him  in 
confidence,  until  after  having  been  urged  to  a  private  conversation 
with  Mr.  M. — he  (Mr.  M.)  on  joining  the  family  of  Mr.  J.  declared 
with  a  soi't  of  bravado,  that  Mr.  Jones  had  nothing  against  him  ;  upon 
which  he,  as  would  any  man,  felt  at  liberty  to  state  what  he  knew,  and 
did  r^o  in  Mr.  W.'s  presence.  But  even  admitting  Mr.  Jones  did  betray 
confid«uce,  does  it  at  all  excuse  Mr.  Maffitt  for  making  such  improper 
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confidential  communications  ?  A  witness  on  oath  is  bound  and  com- 
pelled to  disclose  the  most  confidential  secrets,  and  these  of  Mr.  Maf- 
fitt  were  such  as  Mr.  Jones  had  no  property  in.  If  Mr.  M.  had  con- 
fessed his  hypocrisy,  the  person  to  whom  he  intrusted  such  confes- 
sion was  bound,  as  a  good  member  of  society ,  to  disclose  it  for  the  pub- 
lick  good.  If  A.  enjoins  secresy  on  B.  and  then  tells  him  he  is  about 
to  burn  his  neighbour's  house,  is  not  B.  bound  to  disclose  such  a  com- 
munication however  confidential  ? 

The  sixth  and  last  reason  assigned  for  discrediting  Mr.  Jones  is, 
that  after  he  had  stated  Mr.  Maffitt  was  in  the  habit  of  saying,  God 
bless  brother  A,  or  sister  B.,  and  then  ridiculing  them  as  soon  as  ab- 
sent ;  he  also  said  that  when  Mr.  M.  observed  to  him  God  bless 
brother  Alexander,  he  replied,  ironically,  "  God  bless  brother  Maf- 
fitt." Mr.  Jones  declared  he  did  so,  believing  that  when  he  was  absent 
Mr.  M.  would  i-idicule  him  as  he  had  done  the  rest  of  his  friends.  It 
was  therefore  designed  as  a  reproof  to  Mr.  Maffitt,  who  must  have  in- 
ferred from  the  manner  of  Mr.  Jones  what  was  intended  to  be  con* 
veyed,  that  he,  Mr.  Jones,  had  no  confidence  in  the  sincerity  of  Mr. 
Maifitt's  wish,  and  believed  him  to  be  trifling.  In  this  point  of  view 
it  was  a  proper  reproof  to  remind  Mr.  M.  of  his  former  false  pro- 
fessions. And  yet  on  this  ground  the  Council  do  not  hesitate  to  as- 
sert, Mr.  Jones  is  not  to  be  believed  on  his  oath  ! 

This  remark  is  extremely  injudicious  on  the  part  of  Mr.  M.'a  de- 
fenders. They  believe  Mr.  Jones  when  he  states  he  himself  said 
ironically  God  bless  brother  Maffitt,  and  then  make  this  admission  of 
the  truth  of  what  the  witness  had  testified,  the  grounds  of  their  asser- 
tion, that  he  is  not  to  be  believed  in  any  thing  he  says  !  But  if  they 
believed  Mr.  Jones  in  this  declaration  they  must  also  believe  him 
when  he  says  in  connexion,  that  Mr.  M.  was  in  the  practice  of  saying 
God  bless  brother  A.  &c.  and  then  ridiculing  the  person  when 
absent!  Neither  did  the  '■^  witness  for  the  State'''  when  under  oath 
deny  this,  so  that  again  the  Council  by  their  own  estimate  of  evi- 
dence, are  bound  to  believe  it,  there  being  no  contradiction.  Well 
then,  Mr.  M.  has  himself  been  grossly  guilty  of  perverting  "  a  form 
of  prayer,  and  taking  the  name  of  God  in  vain,"  and  consequently 
this  Council,  by  their  own  declaration  "  can  put  hut  very  little  confi- 
dencein  any  thing  he  says,  let  him  say  it  in -what  form  he  will  .'" 

We  have  thus  followed  these  advocates  of  Mr.  Maffitt  (for  they  are 
his  connsel  not  his  Couna7)  through  the  reasons  they  assign  for 
discrediting  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Jones.  Not  because  we  deemed  it 
necessary  formall}'  to  refute  such  sophistry,  it  refutes  itself,  but  to 
allay  any  prejudice  which  may  arise  against  this  witness,  with  per- 
sons unacquainted  with  the  circumstances  connected  with  his  testi- 
mony, from  the  f  dse  and  partial  statement,  which  these  gentlemen 
have  condescended  to  make  for  the  honourable  purpose  of  deceiving 
the  publickintoa  favourable  opinion  of  Mr.  Maffitt,  even  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  reputation  of  a  fair  and  unimpepched  witness,  against 
whom  they  have  nothing  to  produce  except  insinuations  and  trifling 
quibbles  ;  for  be  it  remarked,  in  the  whole  of  their  insinuations  there  is 
nothing  that  directly  disproves  a  single  fact  stated  by  Mr.  Jones.  They 
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might  all  be  true,  and  yet  he  as  a  witness  stand  conapletely  unimpeached. 
They  would  only  affect  his  character  as  a  clergyman  ;  and  this  we  are 
sorry  to  say,  appears  to  have  been  the  deadly  and  deliberate  aim  of  the 
authors  of  the  pamphlet  called  Mr.  Maffitt's  trial.  Such  is  the  "  spirit'^ 
that  pervades  the  whole  of  this  pamphlet ;  where  the  desire  of  con- 
demning others  seems  to  predominate  even  over  the  ardent  longing  to 
acquit  Mr.  Maffitt — a  spirit,  which  for  the  honour  of  the  methodist  cler- 
gy as  a  body  of  christian  men,  we  trust  is  only  chargeable  on  those  who 
were  engaged  in  preparing  this  "  Report"  for  the  press,  and  not  attri- 
butable to  the  whole  of  the  reverend  gentlemen  who  composed  the 
Council — a  spirit  that  savours  much  of  sophistry,  irritation  and  unholy 
zeal,  but  which  bears  no  marks  of  that  christian  temper  and  uprightness 
that  becomes  all  men,  and  most  of  all,  the  disciples  of  Christ. 


It  next  follows  in  course,  to  examine  the  manner  in  which  this 
Council  without  any  evidence  before  them  (except  what  was  recol- 
lected of  the  trial  by  three  or  four  of  their  number,)  have  taken  up 
the  several  charges  proved  against  Mr.  M.  and  summarily  acquitted 
him  of  each,  by  merely  saying,  "  we  believe  Mr.  Maffitt  not  guilty 
of  this  charge." 

But  it  would  really  take  a  volume  rather  than  a  pamphlet  to  ex- 
pose all  the  sophistry  and  misrepresentation  compressed  into  this  lit- 
tle "  Report"  of  some  thirty  pages.  We  shall  therefore  only  glance 
at  a  few  of  these  absurdities  in  their  examination  of  the  charges  as 
classed  by  the  judge". 

The  first  is  the  ttvo  specifications  under  the  charge  of  falsehood; 
The  Council  could  not  escape  from  this,  even  had  they  succeeded  in 
their  earnest  endeavour  to  destroy  the  reputation  of  Mr.  Jones. 
Whatever  that  witness  states  respecting  Walker's  sermons,  is  fully 
corroborated  by  his  father,  and  by  Mr.  M.  himself.  Mr.  Maffitt 
admits,  because  Mr.  Jones,  senior,  had  previously  sworn  to  the  same, 
that  he  had  preached  parts  of  two  sermons  from  Walker,  and  that  he 
had  used  in  preaching  the  sentiments,  language  and  mind  of  sermons 
from  Walker.  He  declares  in  his  own  testimony  that  he  had  always 
stated  he  took  only  the  skeletons,  the  divisions  and  subdivisions  of 
Walker's  sermons,*  and  yet  in  the  next  breath  he  admits  he  had,  at 
the  time  alluded  to  in  Mr.  Jones  testimony,  committed  and  preached 
two  pages  from  Walker,  that  he  had  used  the  principal  part  of  one 
of  these  sermons  on  a  charity  occasion  in  Connecticut,!  and  yet  that 
he  had  been  thus  intimate  with  the  sermons  of  Walker  without  ever 
having  read  one  of  them  in  his  life  !  If  this  Council  can  devise  a 
method  by  which  a  man  may  extract  and  use  in  preaching  the  *'  skele- 


*  See  the  deposition  of  Rev  George  Taft,  as  to  the  manner  Mr.  M.  made  this 
assertion  to  bim.  ''  So^ne''''  of  their  number  we  are  informed,  having  read  this  and 
several  other  important  depositions,  the  Council  came  fo  the  conclusion  that  they 
contained  nothing  "  worthy  of  notice.''''  It  is  thns  confidence  and  assertion  supply 
the  place  of  impartiality  and  reason. 

tSee  the  depo  itions  of  Jonathan  Barnes  and  John  Soutbmajd,  which  the 
Council  passed  over  as  "  unworliiy  of  notice  I" 
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ton,  divisions  and  subdivisions,  sentiments,  language,  two  pagei,  mind" 
&c.  of  a  sermon  without  et;er  having  read  such  sermon,  they  are  at 
liberty  to  acquit  Mr.  Maffitt  of  this  charge,  .vir.  Jones,  jun.  did  not 
say  as  represented  by  the  "  Report,"  that  he  thought  "  he  discover- 
ed a  resemblance,  between  Mr,  M's.  and  Walker's  sermons,  but  that 
he  "  thought  the  sermons  were  the  same,  verbatim  !"  Is  this  col- 
ouring honest  on  the  part  of  these  Reverend  gentlemen  ? 

The  mode  the  Council  adopt  to  get  rid  of  the  second«specification 
of  falsehood,  is  still  more  absurd.  The  testimony  of  Mr.  M.  is  suffic- 
ient on  this  point.  He  admits  he  told  Mr.  Jones,  jun.  he  had  never 
been  a  '■''journeyman  tailor"  (not  simply  "  tailor.''''')  He  says  too 
he  had  '■'■always  publickly  aiJotweJ  he  worked  at  the  trade,"  and  yet 
he"  determined  to  conceal'''  that  fact  when  he  went  to  Providence. 
He  then  admits  his  working  at  the  trade  in  New-York  for  hire,  and 
in  a  way  that  to  all  intents  constituted  a  journeyman  tailor.  This 
Council  will  not  pretend  it  takes  seven  years  to  make  a  journey- 
man. Working  at  any  trade  for  hire  constitutes  a  journeyman  of  that 
trade.  The  mz/or  therefore  and  the  manner  in  which  Mr.  A1.  may 
understand  that  term,  is  nothing  to  the  purpose.  He  admits  the 
whole  charge  against  him  of  denying  he  was  ?l  journeyman  tailor  and 
then  confessing  he  had  worked  in  thai  capacity.  This  was  all  that 
was  alleged  and  this  Mr.  M.  admits. 

Now  as  to  motives,  we  can  judge  of  them  from  these  facts,  as  well 
as  the  Council.  A  falsehood  is  an  intent  to  deceive.  Mr  M. 
must  have  known  that  by  his  statement  to  the  Messrs.  Jones',  Mr. 
Wood,  and  others,  and  by  his  evading  all  explanation  on  this  subject 
until  driven  to  it,  he  induced  those  persons  to  believe  he  had  never 
in  any  way  been  connected  with  the  business  of  a  tailor,  and  such 
was  the  belief  of  his  friends  at  the  time. 

The  only  way  the  Council  can  get  over  the  second  charge,  of  in- 
fidelity, is  by  accusing  the  judge  of  falsely  reporting  the  testimony 
in  his  charge  to  the  jury  !  The  Council  say  "  We  believe  Mr. 
M.  never  allowed  he  used  the  words  Mr.  Jones  says  he  did,  viz. 
I  have  no  belief  in  Christianity."  We  believe,the  judge  who  states 
this  confession  of  Mr.  M.  better  understood  the  testimony  than  the 
three  or  four  members  of  this  Council  who  were  present  and  do 
not  pretend  they  took  any  notes  at  the  trial.  It  is  therefore  clear 
Mr.  Viaffitt,  did  not  contradict  Mr.  Jones  as  to  the  fact  of  what  he 
had  said.  He  merely  puts  a  different  and  absurd  construction  on  the 
meaning  of  those  words.  He  should  have  explained  them  to  Mr. 
Jones  at  the  time.  It  was  too  late  when  he  was  called  in  question 
for  the  words  themselves.  It  then  belonged  to  the  jury  to  interpret 
their  meaning.  But  further  Mr.  M.  declared  he  told  iVlr.  Jones  "  he 
had  doubts  of  the  experimental  effects  of  religion  on  the  heart !  1" 
These  were  his  precise  words,  and  here  is  a  full  confession  ofprac- 
tical  as  well  as  speculative  doubts  and  unbelief,  proving  not  merely 
that  "  he  was  not  a  learned  divine,"  but  that  his  heart  as  well  as  un- 
derstanding was  not  convinced.  There  needs  nothing  more  on  this 
point.  Mr.  Jones'  testimony  is  not  wanted  ;  and  it  seems  almost  an 
interposition  of  Providence  that  Mr  M.  was  thus  left  io  convict  himself 
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of  this  charge.  The  Council  need  no  longer  wonder  he  was  "so 
great  a  ibol"  as  to  make  this  confession  to  Mr.  Jones.  That  folly  is 
forgotten  when  we  see  him  confessing  in  a  court  of  justice  that  he 
had  m?/de  such  an  avowal. 

The  Council,  yes,  even  the  Council  convicted  Mr.  Maffitt  of  the 
third  charge,  betraying  confidence  !  But  it  seems  this  is  not  an  "  im- 
moral act"  in  him,  though  it  might  be  in  another  person.  Thus 
they  condemn  and  acquit  in  the  same  breath. 

If  the  former  charges,  particularly  the  two  first,  are  proved  as 
above,  it  clearly  shows  Mr.  M.  is  not  entitled  to  any  credit  wherein  he 
denies  what  is  stated  by  Mr.  Jones.  The  charge  therefore  of  his  rid- 
iculing his  converts,  can  on  this  ground  readily  be  believed,  though 
denied  by  himself. 

It  is  somewhat  singular  that  christian  ministers  should  consider 
"  light,  loose  and  lascivious  behaviour"  more  detrimental  to  the  char- 
acter of  a  clergyman,  than  falsehood,  infidelity  and  hypocrisy.  We 
do  hope  that  either  of  them  would  be  enough  to  exclude  a  man  from 
the  methodist  connexion,  and  we  can  but  admire  at  the  Council  in 
laying  so  much  stress  on  this  charge.  Much  more  was  made  of  it  at 
the  trial  than  was  warranted  by  a  fair  inference  from  the  supposed 
libellous  article.  The  substance  of  the  charge  of  this  nature  was 
proved.  The  jury  inferred  it  from  facts  before  them,  and  from  the 
general  character  and  conduct  of  Mr.  Maffitt. 

The  circumstance  of  Mr.  Jones,  being  "  permtttecV  as  these  gen- 
tlemen sneeringly  term  it,  to  allude  to  the  song,  arose  from  the  cross 
questioning  of  the  prosecution,  in  which  much  greater  latitude  is  al- 
lowed than  in  the  examination  in  chief 

Mr.  Jones  was  asked  what  grounds  he  had  for  suspicions  of  Mr.  M. 
and  whether  any  one  had  complained  to  him  of  his  conduct  ?  To 
v.rhich  he  replied  that  one  of  his  sisters  had  so  complained  to  him 
respecting  the  song.  This  was  not  hearsay  evidence,  as  the  Council 
learnedly  aifect  to  call  it ;  but  the  reason  given  for  the  formation  of 
an  opinion,  which  opinion  the  witness  has  previously  stated.  Such 
testimony  is  of  every  day  practice  in  courts  of  justice,  and  is  not  ac- 
counted hearsay  evidence,  howbeit  this  Ecclesiastical  Council  may 
have  adopted  a  different  course.*  The  Council  unabie  to  conceal 
their  exultation  at  finding  one  charge  not  literally  proved,  put  in 
italicks,  "  of  this  Mr.  M-aSit\.  is  not  guilty  r''  They  here  refer  to 
the  statement  of  Miss  Jones,  but  take  care  not  to  allude  to  that  of 
Mrs,  Chace. 

We  are  at  a  loss  for  the  grounds  on  which  the  Council  convicted 
Mr.  Maffitt  of  "  mournful  evidences  of  want  of  judgment  and  pru- 
dence," in  these  matters.  They  fully  acquit  him  of  every  charge 
except  one,  which  they  say  has  nothing  immoral  in  it,  and  yet  he  is 
partially  condemned  and    "  seriously  admonished  to  take   heed !" 


*Look  at  Mrs.  Turpin's  deposition.  She  was permilled  to  swear  to  what  Mrs. 
King,  had  lold  her,  she  (Mrs.  King)  had  said  to  Mr.  Prentice.  And  this  is  not 
hej^rsay  evidence  i"  An  admirable  conjnaentary  on  the  doctrine  so  boastfully 
laid  down  bj  the  Council! 
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This  is  manifest  injustice  in  his  judges,  and  as  they  do  not  show  any 
of  these  •'  mournful  evidences,"  they  are  guilty  of  great  indecorum 
and  severity  in  condemning  a  man  without  producing  the  least  proof 
to  authorize  such  a  condemnation  ! 

Mr.  Maffitt  is  now  triumphantly  acqtiilted  of  every  charge,  and  we 
should  suppose  the  Council  would  of  course  suifer  the  prisoner  to 
go  without  day  and  dissolve  the  Court.  But  not  so.  They  seem  to 
be  aware  that  though  convinced  themselves,  the  ^' clamorous  pub- 
lick''''  may  not  credit  their  decision  ;  and  they  adjourn  to  Providence 
to  examine  the  depositions  taken  to  be  used  in  the  trial  at  Boston. 
Here  they  find  a  deficiency  in  four  of  the  Court  which  is  supplied  by 
tales  men  who  hear  half  of  the  cause  and  decide  upon  the  whole  mat- 
ter at  issue. 

Their  proceedings  here,  and  their  wanton  attacks  upon  private 
character  by  means  of  witnesses  under  the  sanction  of  an  illegal  and 
nugatory  oath,  are  marked  by  unfairness  and  daring,  unequalled  in 
any  similar  transaction. 

After  some  discussion,  it  was  voted  that  the  witnesses  should 
swear  to  their  statements,  because, as  was  urged  in  the  argument,  the 
stories  ubout  the  sea  serpent  and  such  matters,  gained  more  cred- 
it with  the  publick  for  being  told  under  oath.  For  this  purpose 
William  H.  Smith,  Esq.  was  called  in,  a  gentleman  warmly  attached 
to  Mr.  Maffitt,  and  who  had  written  in  his  favour  even  while  the  tri- 
al was  pending  at  Boston.  In  consenting,  under  such  circumstances, 
to  take  depositions,  he  incurred  the  risk  of  compromising  his  char- 
acter for  impartiality,  and  his  dignity  as  a  magistrate.  He  ought  to 
have  considered  there  was  great  danger  in  his  situation,  of  warping 
the  testimonv  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  rather  conducted  as  did  two 
of  his  brother  magistrates,  who  declined  taking  the  depositions  in  Mr. 
Buckingham's  trial,  on  the  ground  that  they  had  freely  expressed 
their  opinion  against  Mr.  Maffitt. 

Nor  had  he  any  authority,  as  a  magistrate,  to  put  these  persons 
under  oath  in  a  trifling  matter,  when  no  cause  was  pending  in  a  court 
of  justice,  and  the  depositions  were  neither  taken  rfe  bene  esse  nor  in 
perpetual  memory  ;  the  only  way  depositions  can  properly  be  taken 
when  no  cause  is  pending  for  trial. 

The  law  does  not  expressly  prohibit,  but  it  clearly  discountenan- 
ces such  a  proceeding  :  and  these  oaths  were  completely  nugatory 
and  without  any  sanction,  for  the  witnesses  might  have  sworn  as 
falsely  as  possible,  and  yet  they  could  not  be  punished  for  perjury. 
The  doctrine  of  law  as  laid  down  in  Blackstone's  Comm.vol,  4,p.  137, 
is  explicit  on  this  point.  "  The  law  takes  no  notice  of  any  perjury 
but  such  as  is  committed  in  some  court  of  justice  having  power  to 
administer  an  oath  ;  or  before  some  magistrate  or  proper  officer  in- 
vested with  a  similar  authority,  in  some  proceedings  relative  to  a  ciV' 
il  suit  or  a  criminal  prosecution  ;  for  it  esteems  all  other  oaths  un- 
necessary at  least,  and  therefore  will  not  punish  the  breach  of  them. 
For  this  reason  it  is  much  to  be  questioned  how  far  any  magistrate  is 
justifiable  in  taking  a  voluntary  affidavit  in  any  extra-judicial  mat', 
tery  as  is  now  too  frequent  upon  every  petty  occasion  ;  since  it  is 
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more  than  possible  that  by  such  idle  oaths  a  man  may  frequently  m 
foro  conscientiae  incur  the  guilt,  and  at  the  same  time  erade  the  tem- 
poral penalties  of  perjury." 

For  this  plain  reason,  we  have  not  forced  a  nugatory  oath  upon  the 
persons  whose  statements  are  hereinafter  published.  They  are  un- 
der the  same  moral  and  legal  obligations  to  tell  the  truth  as  were 
those  sworn  by  justice  Smith.  Their  characters  are  a  sufficient 
pledge  to  the  publick,  and  they  are  ready  when  properly  called  upon,  a 

to  support  what  they  have  stated  under  a  legal  obligation.  1 

The  certiticate  of  justice  Smith  looks  more  like  the  statement  of  a 
deponent  than  of  a  magistrate.  He  calls  depositions  taken  to  be  used 
in  a  case,  regularly  pending  in  a  court  of  justice,  (where  all  the  requi- 
sites of  notice  enjoined  by  law  were  literally  complied  with,)  "  cer- 
tain EX  PARTE  depositions  published  to  the  world  against  the  charac- 
ter of  the  Rev.  John  N.  Maffit."  Does  he  not  know  that  depositions 
taken  after  regular  notice,  are  not  ex  parte,  whether  the  party  chooses 
to  be  present  or  not  ?  Now  whether  these  depositions  could  be 
used  or  not  in  the  trial,  a  point  that  was  to  be  argued  before  the 
court,  does  not  affect  the  question  as  to  their  ex  parte  character. 
The  only  thing  to  determine  is,  whether  legal  notice  was  given  of  the 
taking  of  such  depositions.  Neither  does  the  pretence  of  these  de- 
positions being  given  "  voluntary"  affect  their  nature.  The  wit- 
nesses were  not  strictly  compelled  by  law  so  to  depose,  but  they 
were  bound  as  good  citizens  and  by  the  common  usages  in  all  cases  of 
depositions  taken  out  of  the  State,  in  whose  Courts  the  cause  is  lo  be 
tried,  to  state  what  they  knew  relative  to  the  matter  at  issue.  Nor 
was  it  for  these  deponents  to  decide  whether  their  depositions  would 
be  used  at  the  trial.  Were  matter's  of  testimony  governed  by  the 
principles  laid  down  by  the  Council  and  their  Justice,  and  no  wit- 
nesses residing  out  of  the  State,  allowed  to  testify  in  any  of  its  courts, 
justice  would  always  be  defeated  whenever  the  trial  was  in  one  State 
and  the  witnesses  resided  in  another.  It  comes  rather  awkwordly 
from  this  council,  all  of  whose  witnesses,  both  at  the  trial  in  Boston 
and  before  themselves,  were  right  voluntary,  to  set  up  this  pretence 
about  "  voluntary  and  swift  witnesses." 

But  neither  the  authors  of  the  Council's  "  Report"  nor  their  Jus- 
tice, seem  to  know  any  thing  about  the  legal  definition  of  terms.  Thus 
after  sneering  at  the  Rev.  Mr.  Crocker  for  having,  as  they  call  it, 
'■'volunteered  to  make  oath  in  the  absence  of  the  party  implicated," 
the}'  turn  round  (when  driven  into  a  corner  by  the  certificate  of  Justice 
Aplin,  that  John  N.  Maffit  was  duly  notified  of  the  taking  of  the  de- 
positions, but  was  not  present,)  and  ask,  with  great  simplicity  "  what 
if  he  were  not  present,  he  was  not  a  party  in  that  cause  .'"  That  is, 
according  to  their  law  logick,  the  witnesses  against  Mr.  Majitt,  were 
the  ^'  party  implicated"  and  the  "  State"  the  '^  party  in  that  cause  .'" 
It  is,  therefore,  very  plain  that  no  deposition  or  testimony  taken  in 
any  possible  way  against  Mr.  M.,  could  have  been  agreeable  to  these 
gentlemen. 

After  they  convened  in  Providence,  some  of  their  number  were  at 
the  pains  of  soundmg  the  opinions  of  the  witnesses  they  proposed 
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examining,  previous  to^snch  examination.  The  statements  of  Mrs. 
Wooel  and  Mrs.  Chase,  will  shew  the  course  that  was  pursued  to  in- 
duce them  to  appear  before  the  Council.  We  are  astonished  they 
admitted  the  statement  of  Mrs.  Chace  in  their  "  Report,"  as  they 
might  have  excluded  it  in  the  same  way  they  did  those  of  Rev.  Mr. 
Wilson  and  Mr.  Prentice  ;  and  this  statement  is  the  only  one  in  the 
least  against  Mr.  Maffit,  they  have  permitted  the  publick  to  see.  We 
presume,  however,  this  was  done  because  it  offered  an  opportunity  for 
an  appearance  of  fairness,  and  they  relied  on  the  testimony  of  Miss 
Jones  as  a  complete  set  off.  The  parade  the  Council  make  about 
the  Rev.  Mr.  Crocker  not  appearing  at  their  bidding,  is  another  at- 
tempt to  throw  dust  into  the  eyes  of  the  publick.  In  the  first  place, 
that  gentlem-'n  was  under  no  obligation  to  obey  their  summons,  and 
was  himself  the  only  proper  judge  of  the  course  he  should  take — 
though  there  is  no  doubt  he  would  have  attended,  had  he  been  as- 
sured their  object  was  a  candid  investigation.  Bat  he  was  aware 
that  he  had  already  been  misrepresented  by  some  of  the  members  of 
this  Council,  and  prudence  and  respect  to  himself  demanded,  that  he 
should  not  again  put  himself  in  their  power.  He,  however,  called 
on  Mr  Hedding  for  the  purpose  of  explanation,  and  the  statement  of 
Mrs.  Wood  on  this  point,  will  clearly  show  "  his  correctness  of 
judgment"  and  discernment,  in  declining  any  further  communication 
with  that  gentleman.  Mr.  Crocker  also,  with  perfect  fairness,  offered 
to  answer  any  questions  in  writing  which  they  might  propose  to  him. 
This  was  precisely  the  course  he  pursued  in  giving  his  deposition  to 
be  used  in  the  trial  at  Boston.  The  persons  who  took  that  deposition 
called  upon  him.  The  questions  had  been  previously  proposed  to 
him  in  writing  and  answered  in  writing,  and  were  taken  down  by 
Justice  Aplin  from  that  paper  in  Mr.  C's  presence,  he  having  first 
been  sworn  as  the  law  directs.  Mr,  Crocker,  therefore,  offered  the 
same  facilities  to  the  Council  that  he  had  given  to  the  other  party, 
and  this  Mr.  Hedding  himself  knew,  and  yet  he  allowed  the  insinua- 
tion against  Mr.  C's  fairness  and  impartiality  to  be  inserted  in  the 
pamphlet  published  by  the  Committee  of  the  Council ! 

Besides  had  Mr.  C.  given  his  statement  to  the  Council,  it  must 
have  been  in  "  the  absence  of  the  party  implicate d,^^  a  thing  highly 
improper  in  the  estimation  of  those  gentlemen,  and  of  course  more 
so  than  in  the  former  case,  when  the  party  had  been  notified  to  appear. 
Truth,  however,  will  out,  and  a  gentleman  high  in  the  confidence  of 
the  Council,  and  who  assisted  in  examining  their  witnesses,  declared 
that  the  Council  would  not  have  urged  Mr.  Crocker's  attendance  had 
they  not  been  assured,  he  would  decline'  Had  this  Council  been 
really  desirous  of  procuring  the  statement  of  Mr.  Crocker,  it  might 
have  been  done  with  perfect  convenience  in  the  way  proposed. 
Their  declining  it  shows  they  were  glad  to  avail  themselves  of  a 
plausible  pretext  to  get  rid  of  examining  him,  lest  they  might  be 
compelled  to  exclude  his  testimony  as  they  did  the  Rev.  Mr.  Wil- 
son's. The  course  they  pursued  with  Mr.  Prentice  shows  what  was 
in  reserve  for  Mr.  C.  Mr.  Prentice  was  informed  a  witness  was 
about  to  depose  against  him.     He  accordingly  waited  on  the  Council 
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and  made  a  statement  to  contradict  that  witness,  and  offered  other 
proofs.  The  contradicted  statement  of  that  witness,  containing  sev- 
eral charges  against  Mr.  P.  which  he  had  disproved  and  declared  to 
be  incorrect,  was  published  and  no  allusion  made  to  the  counter 
statement  of  Mr.  P.  and  the  other  proofs  offered  by  him.  Such 
would  no  doubt  have  been  the  treatment  of  Mr.  C  had  he  complied 
with  their  invitation,  and  in  declining  to  put  himself  in  their  power 
he  acted  with  a  prudence  which  several  of  the  witnesses  who  obey- 
ed the  summons  of  the  Council,  now  regret  they  had  not  imitated. 

The  Council  thus  happily  rid  of  Mr.  C.  proceeded  to  call  their 
'^voluntary'"  witnesses,  all  of  whom,  except  Mrs.  Chase,  they  knew 
to  be  favourable  to  Mr.  MafStt.  Previous  to  this,  or  during  the  exam- 
ination, two  honourable  judges  (one  of  whom  '■'was  standing  o.  his 
feef  while  the  other  sat  down  from  fatigue)  were  *'  permitted^''  to 
appear  as  counsel  for  Mr.  Maffitt.*  The  gentleman  who  sat  down, 
was  some  hours  in  his  speech,  and  used  the  greatest  latitude  in  abus- 
ing the  trial  in  Boston,  judge,  jury,  and  especially  the  principal  wit- 
ness against  Mr.  M.  So  gross  did  this  appear,  that  a  gentleman  pres- 
ent observed  to  one  of  the  Council,  he  thought  it  extremely  improper 
and  unfair  that  they  should  suffer  a  person  who  was  absent,  and  had 
no  one  to  defend  him  present,  to  be  so  treated  in  their  presence.  To 
this  remonstrance  no  heed  was  given. 

The  advocate  of  Mr.  Maffitt  was  not  only  allowed  to  revile  the 
witnesses  in  the  trial,  but  without  contradiction,  or  any  counsel  to 
oppose  him,  was  suff"ered  to  misrepresent  Judge  Quincy's  charge  to 
the  jury  in  the  grossest  manner.  He  represented  the  substance  of  that 
charge  to  be,  that  if  a  person  were  accused  in  a  libel  of  five  specifi- 
cations, three  of  a  serious  and  weighty  nature,  and  two  trifling  ;  the 
jury,  might  acquit  the  libeller,  if  they  believed  the  two  light  charges 
proved,  without  a  tittle  of  evidence  to  support  the  two  serious  and 
weighty  accusations  I  Several  persons  present,  perfectly  recollect 
the  peculiar  expression  of  exultation  that  sat  upon  the  countenances 
of  several  of  the  Council  during  this  speech,  whenever  the  princi- 
ples laid  down  by  Judge  Q,uincy  were  denied  to  be  law,  and  the  wit- 
nesses agiinst  Mr,  M.  accused  of  falsehood.  The  words  of  this  ora- 
tor sank  deep  into  the  hearts  of  the  Council,  and  they  spontaneously 
requested  a  copy  thereof  for  their  "  Report."  This,  the  speaker 
prudently  declined  ;  alleging,  after  all.  it  was  only  matter  of  opinion 
and  no  evidence.  Nevertheless  some  of  the  Council  proceeded  to 
take  a  vote,  whether  the  speech  should  not  be  furnished  for  the 
press,  and  were  only  deterred  by  one  of  their  number,  observing, 
that  it  was  disagreeable  to  the  gentlemen,  and  ought  not  to  be  urged. 

Such  is  a  specimen  of  the  fair  and  impartial  conduct  of  these  cler- 
gymen, who  formed  a  tribunal  "■'  well  and  truly  to  try''^  the  character 
of'Mr.  JohnN.  Maffit!" 

From  Ruch  strange  judges  O !  ye  men  of  power, 
Preserve  the  Slate  ! 


•The  counRel  were  "  on  the  prisoner's  side"  of  course.     Who  appeared  for 
the  ^*^  protecution  ?"  who  was  the  ^'' accuser  ?^^ 
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The  preceding  factg  are  all  susceptible  of  ample  proof,  if  required. 
Many  otoers  of  a  still  more  serious  nature  may  be  found  in  the 
statements  thit  follow.  If  these  do  not  convince,  it  were  in  vain  to 
bring  "  confirmation  strong  as  proof  of  holy  writ." 
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The  first  statements  we  meet  with  in  the  "  Report" 
of  the  Cou'scil,  are  connected  with  the  song.  We 
therefore  have  thought  proper  to  publish  Mrs.  Chace's 
depisiiion,  given  to  be  used  at  the  trial  in  Boston,  and 
which  has  not  been  published. 

1,  Harriet  F.  Chace,  of  Providence,  in  the  county  of  Providence, 
state  of  Rhode  Island,  of  lawful  age  and  engaged  according  to  law, 
testify  and  say,  that  one  evening  at  my  father's  house,  I  heard  Mr. 
Maffitt  reqnest  a  e:i.*terof  mine,  to  play  and  sing  a  song  from  Moore, 
commencing"  Come  rest  in  this  bosom  my  own  stricken  deer;" 
when  she  was  playing  the  symphony,  ;.e  told  her,  that  while  she  was 
singing  the  song,  she  must  look  in  his  face,  which  she  positively  and 
very  properly  refused  to  do  ;  she  however  sung  a  part  of  the  song, 
and  while  doing  it,  he  leaned  over  the  piano,  and  attempted  to  look 
in  her  face  ;  she  turned  hev  head  entirely  away  from  him  ;  my 
impression  is,  that  she  did  not  finish  the  song  on  account  of  his  conduct. 
Her  conduct  on  the  occasion  was  perfectly  proper  and  becoming. 
These  circumstances  made  such  an  impression  on  my  mind  at  the 
time,  that  I  recollect  them  perfectly,  and  mentioned  to  my  husband 
the  particulars  the  same  evening,  he  not  being  present  at  my  father's 
at  the  time.  I  have  heard  Mr.  Maffitt  frequently  ask  my  sister  to 
sing  the  same  song. 

Signed,  HARRIET  F.  CHACE. 

I  certify  the  above  is  correct. 

JOSEPH  H.  PIERCE, 

Clerk  of  Municipal  Court,  Boston. 

Here  follows  a  statement  of  Mrs.  Chace,  which 
shows  the  unfairness  of  the  Council  generally,  and 
particularly  in  their  mode  of  examining  her,  and  their 
attempt  to  give  a  colouring  to  her  statement  before 
them,  different  from  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  depo- 
sition above. 

I,  Harriet  F.  Chace,  do  solemnly  testify,  that  previous  to  the  as- 
sembling of  the  Council  of  ministers  in  this  town,  Mr.  Hedding,  one 
of  the  Council,  requested  me  to  attend  one  of  their  sittings.  This  I 
at  first  declined  doing,  but  on  his  assurance  that  they  were  in  search 
of  the  truth,  whatever  it  might  be,  and  that  they  wished  to  question 
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me  respecting  the  deposition  I  had  given  to  be  used  in  the  trial  at 
Boston,  I  concluded  to  go.  Previous  to  my  doing  this,  Mr,  Hed- 
ding  endeavoured  to  explain  many  things  in  Mr.  Maffitfs  favour.  I 
inquired  of  him  if  he  wished  to  have  my  brother  Alexander  Jones 
jun.  present  ;  he  replied  no,  that  they  had  got  through  with  him,  and 
were  only  acting  upon  the  depositions.  The  impression  made  on  my 
mind  by  Mr.  Hedding's  conversation,  was  clearly  that  the  Council 
did  not  intend  to  implicate  the  veracity  of  my  brother-  Had  I  thought 
so,  I  should  not  have  attended.  My  object  in  going  was  to  confirm 
what  my  brother  had  said  in  relation  to  the  song.  While  the  Coun- 
cil was  examining  me,  I  was  sensible  that  the  course  of  their  ques- 
tions was  designed  to  make  it  appear  from  my  answers,  that  I  lUs  fa- 
vourable to  Mr.  Maffitt.  My  impression  was  decidedl}'-,  that  the 
questions  proposed  to  myself  and  some  other  witnesses,  were  design- 
ed to  produce  answers  favourable  to  Mr.  Maffitt.  Some  statements 
I  made  to  the  Council,  are  omitted  in  what  they  have  pubhshed.* 

1  said,  that  at  the  time  Mr.  Maffitt  attempted  to  look  in  my  sister's 
face,  she  turned  her  face  entirely  from  him,  and  that  my  impression 
at  the  time  was,  that  she  did  not  finish  singing  the  song  on  account  of 
Mr.  M.'s  conduct.  I  also  stated  to  them  that  the  conduct  of  Mr. 
Maffitt  in  relation  to  the  song,  though  it  struck  me  unpleasantly, 
did  not  at  that  time  prevent  my  hearing  him  preach  or  pray.  The 
words  at  that  time  were  omitted  by  the  Council.  For  these  and 
other  reasons,  1  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  I  consider  the  conduct 
of  the  Council  as  imfair  and  ex  parte,  and  I  regret  that  I  complied 
with  their  request  to  appear  before  them. 

Signed,  HARRIET  F.  CHACE. 

Mrs,  Wood  testifies  to  the  same  point. 

I,  Eliza  R.  Wood,  of  Providence,  solemnly  declare,  that  in  my  tes- 
timony given  before  the  Ecclesiastical  Council,  assembled  in  this 
town,  on  account  of  Mr.  Maffitt,  it  was  not  my  intention  in  the 
least  degree  to  invalidate  the  testimony  of  my  brother  Alexander 
Jones  ;  on  the  contrary  I  have  the  utmost  confidence  in  his  veracity, 
and  although  I  did  not  see  the  improprieties  in  Blr.  Maffitt's  conduct 
mentioned  by  him,  yet  they  all  might  have  happened  as  my  brother 
has  stated  without  my  knowledge.  I  further  state,  that  sever- 
al of  the  Council,  to  induce  me  to  appear  before  them,  and  give  my 
testimony  relative  to  Mr.  Maffitt,  gave  me  to  understand,  that  it  was 
not  their  intention  in  the  least  to  irapHcate  the  veracity  of  my  broth- 
er Alexander,  and  I  firmly  believed  they  had  no  such  design.  The 
Council  during  my  examination,  and  the  examination  of  some  other 


*  Mrs.  Wood  also  states  that  in  her  declaration,  as  published  by  the 
Council,  several  words  are  left  out,  which  in  her  intention,  and  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  one  or  two  of  the  Council,  had  considerable  meaniDg  in  relation  to  Mr. 
M.'s  conduct  at  her  house. 
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of  the  witnesses,  did  not  appear  to  conduct  with  impartiality,  and  Mr. 
Smith,  who  took  the  depositions,  declined  at  my  request  to  let  me 
have  the  one  1  had  given,  stating  that  it  was  sent  to  Boston  ;  1  wish- 
ing on  retiectien  to  have  it  suppressed.  For  these  and  other  reasons 
I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  I  consider  the  conduct  of  the 
Council  as  unfiir  and  ex  parte,  and  I  regret  that  I  complied  with  their 
request  in  appearing  before  them. 

Signed,  ELIZA  R.  WOOD. 

The  statement  of  Miss  Jane  Jones,  is  merely  a  neg- 
ative testimony  to  that  of  her  brother  and  sister.  She 
says  she  did  not  hear  and  does  not  recollect,  what 
they  positively  testified  to.  It  should  be  recollected 
that  the  positive  testimony  of  a  witness,  that  he  did  see 
or  hear  a  thing,  is  more  weighty  than  the  negative  tes- 
timony of  another  person  that  he  did  not  see  or  hear 
it.  Miss  J.  Jones,  in  her  deposition  to  be  used  in  the 
trial  at  Boston,  says  she  "  does  not  remember^''  what 
Mrs.  Chace  deposed  to.  We  presume  it  was  not  her 
intention  explicitly  to  contradict  her  sister  before  the 
Council.  The  manner  of  the  questions  proposed  by 
them,  and  her  embarrassment  at  the  time,  we  are  sat- 
isfied, must  have  given  this  colouring  to  her  statement 
before  the  Council,  so  different  from  the  deposition  she 
had  previously  given  on  the  same  point. 

Miss  J.  Jones,  says  in  her  statement  published  by 
the  Council,  that  Mr.  M.  "  endeavoured''''  to  look  in  her 
face  while  singing.  If  he  endeavoured  to  do  this,  she 
must  in  some  way  have  opposed  it,  or  it  would  have 
been  done  without  an  endeavour.  If  she  did  oppose 
that  endeavour,  was  it  not  from  some  idea  that  it  was 
improper  conduct  in  Mr.  MafKtt } 

The  following  statements  will  show  the  general 
impropriety  of  Mr.  Maffitt's  conduct  while  at  Mr. 
Alexander  Jones'  house ;  and  also  that  Miss  J.  Jones 
had  disclosed  to  another  person  a  circumstance  of  pre- 
cisely the  same  nature  with  what  is  testified  by  Mrs. 
Chace  and  Mr.  Jones,  jun.  and  which  occurred  at  an- 
other. 

I,  Ann  N.  Jones,  solemnly  declare  that  I  was  residing  in  the  fami- 
ly of  my  father-in-law  Alexander  Jones,  during  the  time  Mr.  Maffitt 
visited  there,  and  that  I  repeatedly  witnessed  in  his  conduct  impro- 
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prieties  unbecoming  a  gentleman  and  a  christian.  On  the  occasion 
alluded  toby  Mr.  Alexander  Jones,  sen.  in  his  testimony  in  Boston, 
there  was  an  inquiry  meeting  at  his  house,  and  after  it  had  been  con- 
ducted for  sometime,  Mr.  Maffitt  came  up  stairs  into  the  room  where 
myself,  Caroline  F.  Shaw,  and  Jane  S.  Jones,  were  sitting,  and  ask- 
ed for  a  glass  of  wine  ;  I  do  not  recollect  that  he  complained  of  be- 
ing unwell,  or  appeared  so  in  the  least.  He  said  he  had  left  Mr, 
White,  praying  below,  and  after  he  had  laughed  and  talked  with  us 
for  a  short  time,  he  went  twice  to  the  door  to  hsttn  if  he  was  still 
praying,  and  returned  both  times  saying  that /le  tiiyas  praying  like  a 
good  fellow,  adding  the  last  time,  no  matter^  it  would  take  up  the  time 
and  save  him  the  trouble.  This  fact  is  recollected  by  those  who  wit- 
nessed it,  and  can  be  confirmed  by  them. 

On  another  occasion,  which  Miss  Jane  S.  Jones  recollects  and  can 
confirm,  she  told  me  that  Mr.  Mafiitt,  at  Mrs.  Wood's,  had  attempt- 
ed to  look  in  her  face  while  playing  and  singing  the  song  of  Moore's, 
"  Come  rest  in  this  bosom,  &c."  that  she  .put  on  her  bonnet  to  pre- 
vent him,  and  that  he  then  went  behind  her  and  looked  into  the 
glass  which  hung  over  the  piano,  to  see  her  face  ;  and  that  she  then 
rose  from  the  piano  and  would  not  play  for  him.  She  told  me  that 
she  thought  she  should  not  play  it  for  him  again.  She  also  told  me, 
I  do  not  recollect  the  exact  words,  but  to  this  amount,  that  she 
thought  it  was  not  right,  or  was  improper  for  him  to  behave   so. 

I  also  certify  that  I  heard  Mr.  M.  say  what  has  been  testified  he 
said  respecting  Mrs.  King,  and  also  speak  slightly  of  the  Methodists, 
and  very  disrespectfully  of  the  Rev.  Mr.  Wilson  and  his  family. 

His  manners  appeared  to  me  always  trifling  and  vain,  but  more 
particularly  so  when  the  heads  of  the  family  were  not  present,  and  I 
do  not  recollect  of  ever  hearing  him  introduce  or  converse  upon  the 
subject  of  religion,  excepting  it  was  to  tell  of  the  number  of  his  con- 
verts and  the  large  congregations  he  had  to  hear  him. 

Signed,  ANN  S.  JONES. 

I,  Caroline  F.  Shaw,  daughter  of  Alexander  Jones,  of  Provi- 
dence, solemnly  declare,  that  during  Mr.  Maffit's  visits  at  my  father's 
I  noticed  in  his  behaviour  many  things  highly  derogatory  to  the 
character  of  a  gentleman  and  clergyman.  The  obvious  impropriety 
of  his  conduct  in  many  instances,  struck  me  at  the  time  ;  but  being 
influenced  by  the  extraordinary  popular  excitement  in  his  favour, 
and  thinking  him  to  be  a  man  of  piety  and  integrity,  I  was  disposed 
to  make  every  allowance  for  his  improprieties,  and  to  attribute  them 
to  his  want  of  consideration  and  to  his  natural  levity  of  manners  ;  al- 
though I  was  always  dissatisfied  with  his  conduct  in  that  respect.  On 
reflection  I  am  satisfied,  that  his  conduct  was  inconsistent  with  his 
publick  profession,  and  with  the  character  of  a  well  bred  gentleman. 
My  father  and  mother  were  generally  engaged  in  their  several  avo- 
cations, and  comparatively  saw  Mr.  Maffit  but  little,  and  he  was  ever 
more  trifling  and  unbecoming  in  his  manners  when  with  the  younger 
part  of  the  family,  than  when  roy  parents  were  present. 
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I  have  also  pepeatedly  heard  Mr.  Maffitt  call  Mr.  Wilson  and  fam- 
ily vulgar,  and  speak  slightly  of  them. 

Signed,  CAROLINE  F.  SHAW. 

Miss  Francis  Jones,  another  daughter  of  Alexander 
Jones,  corroborates  the  above  statement  ofMrs.  Shaw ; 
the  same  facts  having  come  under  her  observation. 

I,  Joseph  Jones,  of  Providence,  hereby  certify,  that  I  have  been 
acquainted  with  Mr.  J.  N.  Maffitt  since  his  first  visit  to  this  town  ;  have 
been  frequently  in  his  company,  both  at  my  father's  house  and  else- 
where, and  have  consequently  had  many  opportunities  of  observing  his 
manners  and  general  appearance.  When  I  firstmet  him  I  thought  him  a 
cheerful,  pleasant  man,  although  I  was  not  an  admirer  of  his  preach- 
ing. On  further  intercourse  with  him,  I  formed  the  opinion  which 
has  never  been  changed,  that  his  manners  and  conversation  were  ex- 
tremely light  and  frivolous,  and  devoid  of  the  serious  deportment 
expected  in  a  mmister  of  the  gospel.  I  further  state,  that  during  his 
visits  at  my  father's  house,  my  parents  through  the  necessary  atten- 
tion required  by  their  usual  avocations,  had  not  so  many  and  so  good 
opportunities  of  knowing  his  lightness  of  manners  as  myself,  brother 
and  sisters  ;  indeed,  he  appeared  much  more  circumspect  in  their 
presence  than  in  ours. 

Signed,  JOSEPH  JONES. 

We  come  now  to  a  part  of  the  proceedings  of  this 
Council,  perhaps  the  most  extraordinary  in  the  whole 
affair.  They  attempt  to  discredit  one  part  of  Rev.  Mr. 
Crocker's  testimony,  and  to  disprove  another. 

It  is  with  regret  we  take  up  this  part  of  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  Council.  It  is  marked  with  traits  so  unbe- 
coming the  character  of  peace-makers,  of  ministers  of 
the  gospel,  that  for  the  honour  of  the  profession,  we 
would  gladly  pass  over  it  in  silence.  Were  only 
the  personal  character  of  the  Rev.  Mr.  Crocker,  which 
they  have  so  wantonly  attacked,  concerned,  we  should 
do  so.  That  does  not  demand  a  defence ;  he  has  lived 
too  long  and  too  well  to  require  a  formal  vindication 
against  such  aspersions.  But  the  publick  good  is  involv- 
ed, and  it  is  required  at  our  hands  that  we  should  ex- 
pose the  unfair  means  resorted  to  by  a  Council  of  min- 
isters, for  the  purpose  of  injuring  the  reputation  of  an 
unoffending  individual,  the  weight  of  whose  character 
and  the  "  sanctity  of  whose  title"  they  so  fearfully 
dread,  when  thrown  into  the  scale  against  the  man  they 
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are  so  anxious  to  free  from  reproach,  no  matter  at 
whose  expense. 

The  means  to  which  the  Reporting  Committee  (for  we 
will  not  believe  the  whole  Council  sanctioned  this  low 
abuse)  resort,  to  injure  the  feelings  and  slur  the  reputa- 
tion of  Mr.  C,  are  not  only  contemptible  in  themselves, 
but  most  degrading  to  persons  who  pretend  to  the 
character  of  gentlemen.  No  opportunity  is  lost  of  re- 
ferring to  Mr.  C.  in  the  most  insulting  and  contemptu- 
ous manner.  He  is  called  a  "  swift  and  voluntary  wit- 
ness^'''' and,  in  connexion  with  two  other  clergymen  of 
the  Episcopal  Church,  is  sneered  at  for  wearing  '''-cleri- 
cal robes,''"'  a  practice  common  to  all  the  clergy  of  this 
order.  Not  content  with  this,  he  is  abused  in  a  stvle 
hardly  sufficiently  dignified  for  the  columns  of  a  parti- 
san newspaper,  for  being  under  the  influence  of  the 
"committee  of  five,"  and  then  a  mantle  of  mock  char- 
ity is  thrown  over  his  pretended  faults  in  a  taunting 
and  "  ironical"  manner. 

It  is  thus  these  christian  ministers  "  pervert"  the 
use  of  this  sweetest  and  best  of  all  the  christian  virtues, 
and  make  it  the  vehicle  of  sarcasm  and  abuse.  Such 
a  contempt  of  moral  obligation,  such  a  mockery  of  di- 
vine charity  we  hope  never  again  to  see  exhibited,  by 
the  professed  disciples  of  him  who  has  so  strikingly  en- 
joined upon  his  followers  the  constant  exercise  of  this 
heavenly  virtue. 

As  it  regards  the  kissing  the  hand  ;  (which  render- 
ed Mr.  C.  so  obnoxious  to  the  abuse  of  these  ministers, 
that  they  seem  to  dehght  in  slandering  him  for  the 
pleasure  of  kindly  extending  their  '-'•mantle  oj"  chris- 
tian charity'''  over  his  faults ;)  it  is  enough  that  Mr.  C. 
testifies  most  unequivocally,  that  he  saw  Mr.  Maffitt 
kiss  his  hand  to  some  ladies  in  the  Methodist  chapel, 
and  the  weak  attempt  made  to  discredit  this,  by  the 
testimony  of  two  or  three  persons,  who  did  not  see  it,  is 
not  worth  notice.  Tvlrs.  Russell  swears  too  much  for 
the  Council ;  she  saw  "  no  air  of  the  kind  ;"  and  the 
only  way  the  Council  explain  it,  is,  by  the  habit  Mr. 
Maffitt  had  of  putting  his  hand  to  his  mouth,    Mrs.  Rus- 
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sell  did  not  see  even  this.  She,  therefore,  did  not  see 
any  thing.  Mrs.  Smith  is  quite  too  "  confident"  of 
her  powers  of  observation  to  produce  conviction.  A 
plain  tale  does  not  demand  such  round  assertions  of 
its  truth.  We  shall  presently  show  this  lady  was  so 
situated  that  with  all  her  '-  confidence"  and  particular 
interest  in  the  health  of  Mr.  M.  she  could  not,  had  she 
even  been  so  disposed,  have  seen  this  motion  of  her 
favourite  preacher. 

If  there  is  really  any  doubt  on  this  matter  of  kissing 
the  hand,  the  following  statements  must  be  conclusive. 

I  was  sitting  in  the  same  gallery  with  the  Rev.  Mr.  Crocker,  one 
evening  last  summer,  at  the  Methodist  meetinghouse  in  this  town  ; 
when  Mr.  Maffitt  came  up  the  broad  aisle,  during  prayer,  and  enter- 
ed a  pew  in  which  Judge  Martin  was  ;  and  I  solemnly  testify  I  saw 
him  (i^l  r.  Maffitt)  kiss  his  hand  to  some  person  or  persons.  I  had  fre- 
quently observed  the  habit  Mr.  M.  had  of  putting  his  hand  to  his 
mouth,  and  remarked  the  kissing  his  hand  at  this  time  as  entirely  dif- 
ferent from  that  habit.  I  think  1  could  not  have  mistaken  the  one  for 
the  other. 

I  was  further  down  the  gallery,  and  nearer  Mr.  M.  than  was  Mr. 
Crocker. 

Signed,  NANCY  FLETCHER. 

I  was  sitting  in  the  same  pew  with  Judge  Martin  and  Mr.  Maffitt,  in 
the  Methodist  chapel,  on  the  same  evening  to  which  I  suppose  Mr. 
Crocker  alludes  in  his  deposition  ;  and  I  solemnly  testify,  that  during 
prayer,  I  saw  Mr.  Maffitt  kiss  his  hand  to  some  person  or  persons^ 
while  he  was  in  the  pew  ;  to  whom  I  cannot  certainly  testifj^  I  had 
frequently  seen  Mr.  M.  put  his  hand  to  his  mouth  as  was  his  habit, 
and  1  am  satisfied  I  could  not  mistake  the  movement  I  then  saw  for 
that  habit.  It  was  entirely  different.  I  think  Mr.  Maffitt's  back  was 
so  turned  toward  Mrs.  Smith,  whom  I  recollect  seeing,  that  it  was 
hardly  possible  for  her  to  have  observed  the  motion  of  his  hand. 
Signed,  ELEANOR  FLETCHER. 

One  evening  last  summer,  I  attended  a  meeting  at  the  Methodist 
Chapel,  and  while  some  person  was  praying  at  the  altar,  Mr.  Maffitt 
came  almost  halfway  up  the  broad  aisle  and  entered  a  pew,  in  tvhich 
/  distinctly  saw  him.  kiss  his  hand  to  some  person.  I  was  sitting  directly 
©pposite  to  Mr.  Maffitt,  in  the  same  gallery  with  Mr.  Crocker. 

RACHEL  ALLEN. 

If  the  Council  still  pretend  to  doubt,  we  can  only 
say,  that  if  they  will  grant  us  legal  process,  we  can  sum- 
mon several  other  persons,  and  one  of  their  own  denomi- 
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nation,  who  would  testify  to  the  same,  and  similar  oc- 
currences. 

But  we  have  produced  more  than  their  own  quota 
of  witnesses,  to  this  point,  and  the  Council  are  now 
constrained  to  admit  that  Mr.  M.  was  "  guilty  of  this 
indecent  transaction'''  precisely  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, as  testified  by  Mr.  Crocker.  That  notwith- 
standing their  exact  admeasurement  of  the  meeting- 
house, and  the  parade  of  their  three  witnesses,  who, 
like,  probably,  many  hundred  other  persons  present, 
did  not  happen  to  see  this  transaction,  Mr.  M  was  ^'•guilty 
of  an  act  indecent  any  luhere^  and  in  the  house  of  God  abom- 
inable !"  that  "  the  correctness  of  the  judgment'  of 
Mr.  Crocker,  and  "  the  perfection  of  his  pruderjce"  in 
this  affair,  remains  unaffected,  and  that  Mr.  Maffitt, 
in  spite  of  the  "  confidence"  of  Mrs.  Smith  to  the  con- 
trary, is  really  exhibited  to  the  world  in  (what  she  pleases 
to  term)  an  extremely  odious  and  ridiculous  light.''''  We 
hope  this  conduct  in  Mr.  Maffitt  will  not  loose  any  of 
its  ENORMITY  iu  thc  estimation  of  the  Council,  since  it  is 
so  clearly  proved. 

The  Council  not  satisfied  with  having,  as  they  con- 
gratulate themselves,  discredited  the  testimony  re- 
specting the  kissing  the  hand,  go  entirely  out  of  the 
record,  and  take  up  a  part  of  the  Rev.  Mr.  Crocker's 
deposition,  which  has  no  relation  whatever  to  Mr.  Maf- 
fitt, and  with  which  they,  as  a  tribunal  sitting  upon  the 
character  of  John  N.  Mafiit,  had  nothing  to  do.  The 
reason  of  Mr.  Crocker's  giving  the  statement  he  did,  in 
contradiction  to  the  report  that  he  had  told  Messrs. 
Hedding,  Merritt  and  Motley,  that  he  considered  Mr. 
Maffitt  a  ggod  man  and  a  christian,  will  fully  appear 
in  the  certificate  of  Justice  Aplin,  which  follows : 

I  certify  that  when  I  called  on  the  Rev.  Mr.  Crocker,  to  tate  his 
deposition  to  be  used  in  the  trial  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachu- 
setts, against  Joseph  T.  Buckingham,  it  was  mentioned  to  Mr.  Crock- 
er, by  the  Attorney  of  Mr.  Buckingham,  that  it  was  reported  Messrs. 
Hedding  and  Merritt  had  said  that  in  the  conversation  they  had  with 
Mr.  C.  he  had  told  them  he  considered  Mr.  Maffitt  a  good  man 
and  a  christian.  Mr.  C.  replied  it  was  not  true  that  he  had  50 
said  to  those  gentlemen.     He  was  then  requested  so  to  state  in  his 
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deposition,  with  the  understanding  that  this  part  of  the  deposition  was 
only  to  be  used  in  case  Messrs.  Hedding  and  Merritt  should  at  the 
trial,  attempt  to  discredit  the  deposition  given  by  Mr.  Crocker,  by 
stating  that  Mr.  C.  had  told  them,  he  considered  Mr.  JMaffitt  a  good 
man,  and  a  christian.  I  further  certify,  that  the  arrangement  made 
between  Mr.  B's.  attorney  and  the  deponents  before  me  in  said  trial, 
arose  from  the  reluctance  of  those  deponents  to  state  all  they  knew 
against  Mr.  Maffitt,  and  that  said  attorney,  in  order  to  get  any  testi- 
mony from  the  deponents,  was  compelled  to  comply  with  this  ar- 
rangement, as  most  of  them  refused  to  give  their  testimony  in  any 
other  way.  Said  attorney  having  no  compulsory  process  against  the 
deponents,  complied  with  this  arrangement.  His  wish  evidently  was, 
and  he  so  stated  it,  to  have  the  deponents  state  all  they  knew,  wheth- 
er for  or  against  Mr.  Maffitt. 

WILLIAM  APLIN,  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Is  it  not  a  little  singular  that  Messrs.  Hedding  and 
Merritt,  who  were  the  parties  in  this  disagreement  be- 
tween their  own  assertions  and  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Crocker,  and  whose  characters  this  investigation  was 
designed  to  clear  up,  should  themselves  sit  as  judges 
in  their  own  cause  ;  first,  acting  as  witnesses  for  them- 
selves and  then  performing  the  office  o^  impartial  judges^ 
to  decide  upon  a  matter  affecting  nobody  but  them- 
selves !  But  such  is  the  adroitness  of  this  Council,  that 
they  perform  the  character  of  judges,  jury,  witnesses 
and  parties  in  the  same  cause,  with  admirable  facility  ! 
However  Mr.  C.  may  regret  the  loss  of  "  influence"  or 
reputation,  which  Mr.  Hedding  may  have  sustained, 
we  shall  show,  in  a  much  more  striking  light  than  the 
nature  of  the  case  would  allow  any  person  to  expect, 
that  he  is  not  in  the  least  chargeable  with  it.  Mr.  C. 
for  the  purpose  stated  by  Justice  Aplin,  contradicts  in 
his  deposition  the  truth  of  a  report  which  this  Com- 
mittee were  said  to  have  made  of  his  conversation 
with  them  respecting  Mr.  Maffitt.  If  they  had  made 
no  such  report,  then  the  statement  of  Mr.  C.  to  this  point, 
does  not  at  all  effect  the  gentlemen.  If  they  had  made 
such  a  report,  and  then  persisted  in  it  onMr.  C's  con- 
tradicting the  same,  how  was  Mr.  C.  to  disprove  it  } 
They  were  three  to  one,  and  Mr.  Crocker  had  no  wit- 
nesses of  the  conversation.  But  "  out  of  thine  own  mouth 
will  I  judge  ihee.^'^ 
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After  examining  the  statements  of  Messrs.  Merritt, 
Hedding  and  Motley,  we  were  surprised  at  tiie  follow- 
ing query  from  the  Council,  which  was  undotibtedly 
intended  to  be  very  significant.  "  How  could  Mr.  M. 
be  a  good  man,  and  sl  perfidious  man  at  the  same  time  !" 
Is  this  the  honest  inquiry  of  men  who  understand  not 
the  language  they  speak,  or  is  it  a  contemptible  artifice 
to  impose  upon  careless  readers  ?  Who,  we  ask,  has 
said  that  Mr.  M.  ivas  a  good  man  !  Surely  not  Mr.  C. 
for  his  deposition  denies  it.  Has  Mr.  Merritt  sworn, 
that  he  said  so  to  him  ?  No  !  only  that  he  hoped  he  was  ! 
Has  Mr.  Hedding  sworn  that  he  ever  heard  Mr.  C.  say 
this  }  Not  at  all.  With  all  his  "  agitation"  and  con- 
cern for  his  reputation  in  Boston,  (as  will  appear  by 
the  statement  of  Mrs.  Wood)  the  utmost  verge  of  his 
adventuring  is,  he  could  not  help  hoping  Mr.  M.  was  a 
good  man  !  Neither  does  Mr.  Motley  venture  to  assert 
that  Mr.  Crocker  said  he  considered  Mr.  M.  a  "good 
man  and  a  christian,"  only  that  he  hoped  he  was  a  good 
man  at  heart,  and  that  he  believed  he  was  an  honest  man 
at  heart !  Now  all  these  three  witnesses  undertake  to 
give  the  precise  luords  used  by  Mr.  Crocker ;  conse- 
quently Mr.  Motley's  statement  is  denied  by  those  of 
Messrs.  Merritt  and  Hedding ;  they  cannot  stand  to- 
gether, and  as  there  is  two  to  one,  Mr.  Motley  is  out  of 
the  question.  But  even  admitting  all  these  three  gen- 
tlemen have  testified  to,  it  does  not  conflict  with  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  C.  nor  authorize  this  insidious  query. 
Finally,  does  Mr.  Fillmore  affirm  that  he  heard  Mr.  C. 
allow  he  told  the  gentlemen  Mr.  Mafiitt  ivas  a  christian  } 
No  !  only  that  Mr.  C.  allowed  he  had  said  he  could  not 
but  HOPE  Mr.  Mafiitt  was  a  christian.  Who  then,  after 
all  this  parade  on  the  part  of  the  Council,  has  ventured 
to  contradict  Mr.  C's  testimony.'^  Not  one.  It  must 
be  unnecessary  to  inform  our  readers  that  there  is  a 
mighty  difference  between  saying  that  we  consider  a 
person  to  be  a  good  man  and  a  christian,  and  merely 
saying  we  charitably  hope  he  is,  he  possibly  may  be.  There 
is  no  doubt  the  gentlemen  intended  by  their  query,  after 
finding  their  depositions  had  failed  them,  to  leave  an 
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impression  on  the  publick  mind  that  Mr.  ©.  had  sworR 
falsely.  Such  is  the  candour  and  honesty  of  men  under 
the  "  sanctity  of  the  title"  of  ministers  of  the  gospel ! 

Although  we  are  surprised  the  Rev.  Mr.  Merritt 
should  (by  neglecting  to  state  what  Mr.  Crocker  dis- 
tinctly told  him  respecting  Mr.  Maffitt's  kissing  his 
hand  to  some  ladies  in  meeting,  and  by  merely  telling 
one  half  of  what  he  heard,  viz.  the  "  bowing,")  attempt 
to  insinuate  that  Mr.  Crocker  had  told  a  different  story 
from  the  one  afterwards  deposed  to  ;  yet  we  acquit 
him  of  any  improper  motives  in  his  testimony. 
We  account  for  the  partial  and  defective  statement 
he  has  made  of  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Crocker,  by 
supposing  that  the  agreeable  surprise  he  enjoyed  in 
the  mild  reception  he  met. with  from  a  person  he  ex- 
pected to  find  severe  against  Mr.  Maffitt,  so  engrossed 
his  thoughts,  that  he  interpreted  this  christian  charity 
and  politeness  into  an  approbation  of  Mr.  M.'s  con- 
duct, and  did  not  attend  to  the  hard  facts  related  by 
Mr.  C.  nor  recollect  the  only  hard  word  he  used,  viz. 
his  "  indiscretions  and  sins."  This  appears,  from 
what  Mr.  Merritt  says  he  remarked  on  leaving  Mr. 
Crocker;  he  was  delighted  with  his  "  candour"  toward 
Mr.  Maffitt,  which  candour  he  interpreted  into  a  fa- 
vourable opinion ! 

With  regard  to  the  other  gentleman,  Mr.  Hedding, 
we  do  not  feel  under  the  least  obligations  to  "  extenuate 
ought."  The  statement  of  Mrs.  Wood,  (who  most  for- 
tunately for  Mr.  Crocker,  was  present  at  the  conver- 
sation between  him  and  Mr.  H.  at  her  house,  and  who 
on  every  account,  and  from  the  circumstances  con- 
nected with  this  affair,  cannot  fail  to  produce  convic- 
tion in  every  candid  mind)  is  explicit  as  to  the  con- 
duct of  that  gentleman.  The  publick,  from  this,  will 
be  able  to  form  a  correct  opinion  of  the  merits  of  the 
controversy  between  this  man,  and  the  person  he  has 
so  unadvisedly,  taken  it  upon  himself,  to  accuse  of  in- 
consistency and  falsehood. 

I,  Eliza  R.  Wood  certify,  that  during  the  sitting  of  the  Council 
of  Methodist  ministers  is  this  town,  assembled  on  account  of  Mr. 
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Maffitt ;  Rev.  N.  B.  Crocker,  called  at  my  house,  Rer.  Messrs. 
Hedding  and  Fillmore  being  present,  and  I  solemnly  testify  that  the 
following  conversation  and  circumstances  occurred  at  that  time.  Mr. 
Crocker  observed  to  Mr.  Hedding,  that  whether  he  complied  with 
the  request  of  the  Council  to  appear  before  them,  would  in  some 
measure,  depend  upon  the  result  of  the  conversation  he  wished  to 
have  with  him.  Mr.  Crocker  then  inquired  of  Mr.  Hedding;  did 
you  at  any  time  after  I  saw  you  at  my  house  say  to  any  one  that  I  had 
told  you  nothing  against  Mr.  Maffitt,  and  that  I  considered  him  a 
good  man  or  a  christian  ?  Mr.  Hedding  paused  a  little  and  said,  no, 
I  did  not  say  that.  Mr.  Crocker  then  observed  I  do  not  see  where 
we  are  at  issue.*  Mr.  Hedding  then  proceeded  to  say  in  substance, 
that  he  had  understood  Mr.  Crocker  to  say,  that  though  an  indis- 
creet or  an  imprudent  man,  he  could  not  help  hoping  that  Mr.  MaiBtt 
might  be  a  good  man.  Upon  which  Mr.  Crocker  said  ;  you  will  re- 
member Mr.  Hedding,  that  I  gave  you  to  understand,  Mr.  M.  was 
uvs^ratpful,  in  as  much  as  while  he  was  enjoying  the  hospitality  of 
Mr.  Jones,  he  was  speaking  lightly  of  him  to  Mr.  Wilson  and  others  ; 
perfidious  in  betraying  confidence  reposed  in  him,  when  he  had 
pledged  his  honour  not  to  do  so  ;  and  false,  or  a  false  man,  in  repre- 
senting himself  as  the  noble  defender  of  Mr.  Jones'  family  when  he 
himself  had  been  the  assailant.  But,  said  Mr.  Hedding,  you  did  not 
use  these  hard  words  No,  replied  Mr.  C.  but  I  told  you  the  facts 
which  proved  him  to  be  such,  and  you  remember  I  told  you  at  the 
time,/  believed  them.  Yes,  said  Mr.  Hedding,  and  it  was  very  natural 
you  should. 

After  Mr.  C.  left  the  house,  Mr.  Hedding  turned  to  me  and  said, 
Mrs.  Wood  did  you  not  understand  Mr.  Crocker  to  admit  that  he 
had  told  us  Mr.  Maffitt  was  agood  man  and  a  christian  ?  I  answered 
no  !  Mr.  H.,not  that  he  had  allowed  he  -was,  but  that  he  had  said,  it 
did  not  become  him  to  say  he  was  not.  I  told  him  that  Mr.  C's.  lan- 
guage was  very  much  qualified,  and  expressed  my  surprise  that  he 
should  have  so  misunderstood  him.  After  this  difference  of  opinion 
between  us,  Mr.  Hedding  got  up  and  walked  the  room  with  some 
apparent  agitation,  and  said,  in  a  manner  I  thought  sarcastick,  if 
Mr.  C.  comes  to  the  Council  to  day,  I  shall  say  to  him,  well  Mr.  C 
you  have  been  a  very  indiscreet,  or  a  very  imprudent  man,  but 
I  hope  you  a  good  man  and  a  christian  !  I  remonstrated,  and  said  to 
him  I  thought  it  very  ungenerous  to  urge  Mr.  C.  against  his  wishes, 
to  attend  the  Council,  and  then  hurt  his  feehngs  in  that  way.  If  you 
do,  I  shnll  have  nothing  more  to  do  with  ths  Council.  Well,  said 
Mr.  H.,  the  business  OTMS^,  or  shall  be  settled  in  some  way.  Mr. 
C's.  deposition  is  injuring  my  influence  or  character  in  Boston.  I 
am  called  (or  it  is  makiag  me)  a  liar  there. 


*  It  will  liere  be  recollerteH  that  this  conversation  took  place  before  Mr.  Hed- 
ding had  given  his  st&letnenf  as  published  in  the  pamphlet,  and  that  Mr. 
Crnrker  alluded  to  the  report  that  Vlessrs  Heddin?  and  Merritl  bad  said  that 
in  Mr.  C's.  conversdtinn  with  thenti,  he  had  told  them  he  considered  Mr.  Maf- 
fitt, a  good  man  and  a  christian.  This  Mr.  Heddiag  denied.  Of  course 
there  was  then  no  confradiclioQ  between  Mr.  Hedding  and  what  Mr  Chad 
swora  tola  his  depontion. 
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Mr.  Fillmore  then  said,  that  Mr.  C.  had  allowed  he  told  the  gen- 
tlemen, he  considered  Mr.  v^iffitt  a  good  man  and  a  christian.  I  re- 
monstrated with  him  also,  and  said  in  substance,  no  !  Mr.  Fillmore — 
he  did  not  allow  that.  You  will  not  admit  the  qualifying  terms  used 
by  Mr.  C.  He  qualified  his  expression  very  much.  I  told  him  Mr. 
C.  had  said  he  had  no  objections  to  admit  then,  Mr.  Maffitt  was  a  fal- 
len christian.  He  replied  by  repeating  the  words  with  emphasis  and  ap- 
parent indignation  :  fallen  christian  !  a  fallen  cliiistian  is  no  christian 
at  all  ! 

Before  the  rising  of  the  Council,  Mr.  Fillmore's  deposition  was 
shown  me,  with  a  request  from  the  Council  that  I  would  give  mine, 
certifying  the  same  thing,  which  I  declined  for  the  reasons  given 
above.  I  did  not  consider  it  true.  I  told  the  gentlemen  who  called 
on  me,  to  inform  the  Council  that  Mr.  Fillmore's  statement  was  not 
correct.  The  gentlemen  were  very  urgent  in  their  solicitations  to 
have  me  depose  with  Mr.  Fillmore,  and  one  of  them,  pretty  severe  in 
his  remarks  on  my  refusal.    [Signed,}  ELIZA  R.  WOOD. 

Sometime  in  November  last,  Messrs.  Hedding,  Merritt,  and  a  Mr. 
Motley,  called  at  the  office  of  Lamed  &  Hallett,  the  undersigned  be- 
ing present.  They  stated  to  us  that  Messrs.  Hedding  and  Motley, 
were  a  committee  from  Boston  to  investigate  the  conduct  of  Mr. 
Maffitt  in  this  town  :  On  their  assurance  that  their  inquiries  had  no 
relation  whatever  to  the  prosecution  which  it  was  then  reported  was 
about  to  be  oomrnenced  against  the  editor  of  the  Galaxy,  we  inform- 
ed them  what  we  knew  in  relation  to  Mr.  Maffitt's  conduct,  and  refer- 
red them  to  other  sources  for  positive  information  on  the  snbject. 
They  stated  that  they  had  been  some  days  engaged  in  the  inquiry, 
»nd  had  met  with  nothing  but  surmises  and  references  to  other  per- 
sons, and  that  they  had  met  with  no  one  who  had  any  thing  to  say 
against  Mr.  Maffitt.  We  then  stated  some  circumstances  which  we 
assured  them  would  be  confirmed  by  the  Rev,  Mr.  Crocker.  Mr. 
Hedding  observed,  they  had  called  on  that  gentleman  the  day  before, 
and  that^e  had  told  them  none  of  these  circumstances,  and  that  he  knew 
nothing  and  had  not  said  any  thing  against  Mr.  Majitt!  But  he  did 
not  say  Mr.  Crocker  had  told  them  he  thought  or  hoped  Mr.  M.  was  a 
good  man  or  a  christian.  From  these  declarations  we  were  clearly 
impressed  with  the  belief  Mr.  Crocker  had  told  them  nothing,  either 
that  he  himself  knew,  or  had  heard  from  others,  to  the  disadvantage  of 
Mr.  ,M.  and  we  observed  that  it  must  have  arisen  from  the  manner  of 
their  inquiry  of  Mr.  C.  and  that  one  of  us  would  then  call  with  them 
on  Mr.  C.  whom,  we  assured  them,  would  confirm  what  we  had  stated. 
To  this  proposition,  after  some  hesitation,  they  consented,  and  left 
the  office  for  that  purpose. 

The  gentlemen,  and  particularly  Mr.  Hedding,  appeared  extreme- 
ly anxious  to  exonerate  Mr.  Maffitt,  determined  to  believe  nothing  to 
his  disadvantage,  and  was  always  ready  with  some  apology,  for  every 
charge  brought  against  him.  In  relation  to  Walker's  sermons  he  ob- 
served, that  perhaps  Mr.  Maffitt  had  taken  his  discourse  from  Hen- 
ry's commentaries,  and  Walker  had  done  the  same,  which  would 
saake  Mr.  Maffitt's  sermon  precisely  like  Walker's  without  his  ever 
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liaving  read  Walker's  discourse  !  A  distinction  equally  nice,  was 
set  up  between  the  tailor  and  journeyman.  Mr.  Rivers  mentioned 
to  Mr.  Hedding,  he  had  recited  a  passage  of  latm  to  Mr.  iVafntt,  (hav- 
ing understood  he  pretended  to  know  the  language,)  which  was, 
Veritas  fulsit  cceliiin,  (truth  illuminates  heaven,)  to  which  Mr.  M. 
gravely  replied,  not  always  !  We  contended  this  was  an  attempt 
to  deceive  Mr.  Rivers  into  an  idea,  that,  he,  iViaffitt,  knew  the  latin. 
Mr.  Hedding  then  said,  that  we  read  of  the  angels  rebelling  in  hea- 
ven, and  wished  to  know  if  truth  then  shune  or  prevailed  in  heaven! 
aiad  observed,  Mr.  M.  in  his  re^\y probably  dWudeQ  to  that  passage  in 
scripture,  which  proved  that  he  understood  the  latin  maxim  addres- 
sed to  him,  and  that  his  answer  was  correct ! 

Signed,  THOMAS  RIVERS, 

GEORGE  LARNED, 
BENJAMIN  F.  KALLETT. 

1  certify,  that  I  went  with  the  gentlemen  aforesaid,  to  call  on  Mr. 
Crocker,  under  the  impression,  that  Mr.  C.  had  in  no  way  intimated 
to  them  any  thing  to  the  disadvantage  of  Mr.  Maffitt.  Mr.  Crocker, 
on  my  stating  to  him  the  object  of  our  call,  related  the  same  circum- 
stances which  had  been  mentioned  to  these  gentlemen  that  he  would 
confirm,  as  above,  and  in  the  course  of  conversation,  w-hich  surprised 
me  very  much,  observed,  why  gentlemen  you  will  recollect  I  told 
you  these  circumstances  and  similar  ones  when  you  called  on  me  yes- 
terday. Mr.  Crocker,  was  decided  in  his  opinion  against  Mr.  M. 
though  he  spoke  with  christian  forbearance,  and  treated  the  gentle- 
men with  politeness.  The  same  attempts,  as  above  stated,  were 
made  by  Mr.  Hedding  to  excuse  Mr.  Maffitt.  Mr.  Merritt  appeared 
much  more  candid,  and  said  these  things  were  different  from  what  he 
wished  they  were,  or  words  to  that  etfect. 

Signed,  BENJAMIN  F.  HALLETT. 

From  the  above  facts,  it  appears  that  Mr.  Hedding 
declared  to  Mr.  C.  in  presence  of  Mrs.  Wood,  that  he 
had  not  said  to  any  one  Mr.  C.  told  him  nothing  against 
Mr.  Maffitt ;  and  yet  that  he  did  so  state  to  Messrs. 
Rivers,  Larned  and  Hallett,  and,  as  will  hereafter  ap- 
pear, to  Mr.  Prentice.  He  also  deniedhe  had  said  Mr. 
Crocker  told  him  he  considered  Mr.  Maffitt  a  good  man 
or  a  christian,  and  yet  Mr.  Joseph  S.  Martin  testifies, 
that  Messrs.  Hedding,  Merritt  and  Motley,  immediate- 
ly after  their  conversation  v/itli  Mr.  Crocker,  told  him 
Mr.  C.  had  said  to  lliera  he  "  thought  Mr.  Maffitt  a  good 
man."  If  they  told  Mr.  Martin  Mr.  Crocker  had  de- 
clared he  THOUGHT  Mr.  Maffitt  a  good  man,  how 
comes  it  that  afterwards  they  state  so  differently,  that 
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Mr.  Crocker  only  told  them  he  hoped  he  was  a  good 
man?  Either  their  statements  or  that  of  Mr  Martin, 
must  be  incorrect ;  they  flatly  contradict  each  other. 

Again,  if  iii  the  conversation  at  Mrs.  Wood's,  Mr. 
C.  alloived  what  Mr.  Fillmore  affirms  he  did,  how 
comes  it  that  Mr.  Hedding,  who  must  have  heard  it, 
had  it  been  so,  does  not  state  the  same  thing  in  support 
of  his  friend  Fillmore  ?  and  why  was  a  committee 
sent  to  threaten  and  urge  Mrs.  V/ood  into  makmg  a 
declaration  which  she  declared  to  this  committee  ivas 
not  true  !  Had  Mr.  Hedding  (when  this  committee 
was  sent  to  urge  Mrs.  Wood  to  sign  a  declaration  for 
the  express  purpose  of  injuring  the  reputation  of  her 
oivn  pastor^  and  which  she  declared  to  bejalse)  forgot- 
ten her  expressions  of  surprise,  and  her  remonstrances 
with  him  and  with  Mr.  Fillmore  on  this  subject  } 

But  further,  Mr.  Redding  declares  in  his  deposition 
pubhshed  in  his  '*  Report,"  that  Mr.  C.  only  "  related 
(to  the  committee)  a  number  of  stories  he  had  heard, 
and  one  or  two  trijiing  circumstances  which  he  had  seen," 
(that  "  abominable"  transaction,  kissing  the  hand,  was 
one  of  these  trijiing  circumstances,^  and  yet  in  presence 
of  Mrs.  Wood  he  admitted  that  Mr.  C.  had  told  them 
facts  which  he,  Mr.  C.  believed  to  be  true,  which  facts 
Mr.  H.  said  it  was  very  natural  Mr.  C  shoidd  believe  to  be 
true,  and  which  if  true,  proved  Mr.  Maffitt  to  be  "  un- 
grateful,^""  "  perfidious,^''  and   guilty  of  direct  falsehood  ! 

That  the  "  tenour  of  Mr.  Crocker's  conversation 
went  to  show,"  Mr.  Maffitt's  "  manners  were  light  and 
corrupting  in  publick,"  Mr.  Merritt  admits  (although 
he  has  seen  fit  to  suppress  a  part  of  what  Mr.  C.  told 
him  respecting  kissing  the  hand.)  That  they  were  so 
"  in  private"  the  facts  Mr.  Hedding  admits  Mr.  C.  re- 
lated, went  direc;t!y  to  show.  Thus  "  out  of  their 
own  mouths,"  is  every  particular  of  the  statement  of 
Mr.  Crocker,  which  they  undertook  to  falsity,  com- 
pletely proved.  We  are  satisfied  enough  has  been 
said,  to  show  beyond  all  doubt,  a  deliberate  intent,  to 
cruelly  injure  the  reputation  of  Mr.  Crocker.  This, 
however,  has  recoiled  upon  themselves,  and  Mr.  Hed- 
ding, in  appealing  to  Mrs.  Wood  to  confirm  a  pretend- 
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ed  declararion  of  Mr.  Crocker,  which  he,  Hedding,  a 
moment  before  had  admitted  Mr.  C.  had  never  made^ 
appears  to  have  misunderstood  the  conversation  oi  Mr. 
Crocker  in  a  remarkable  manner ;  and  from  this  cir- 
cumstance it  is  not  difficult  to  infer,  that  he  also  mis- 
interpreted in  a  similar  way,  another  conversatioa 
with  Mr.  C.  on  a  former  occasion. 

We  now  proceed  to  some  further  statements  con- 
nected with  this  Council  and  its  witnesses,  with  which 
we  shall  conclude,  and  which  need  no  comment  to 
show  the  gross  partiality  and  subterfuge  of  which  this 
tribunal  of  ministers  were  guilty. 

STATEMENT  OF  MR.  JOHN  PRENTICE. 

I  regret  that  circumstances  should  have  made  it  necessary  for  me 
to  make  the  following  statement ;  but  from  justice  to  myself  and  the 
cause  of  truth,  I  am  reluctantly  compelled  to  lay  before  ■the  publick 
a  relation  of  facts,  in  connexion  wiih  a  subject  that  has  alre^jdy  occu- 
pied too  much  of  the  publick  attention.  I  am  induced  to  do  this 
from  having  seen  a  pamphlet  published  by  the  authority  of  a  num- 
ber of  Methodist  clergymen,  who  formed  a  council  for  the  purpose 
of  examining  certain  charges  against  Mr.  John  N .  Maffitt,  in  which 
pamphlet  is  a  statement  made  by  Mrs.  Lydia  Turpin,  containing  sev- 
eral allusions  to  me  and  making  use  of'my  name. 

Before  I  proceed  to  the  facts  which  will  show  the  incorrectness 
ofMrs.  Turpin's  statement  in  several  important  particulars,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  allude  to  the  circumstances  which  occasioned  my 
writing  the  letter  to  Mr.  Maffitt,  of  which  Mrs.  Turpin  makes  men- 
tion. As  I  was  in  the  habit  of  frequently  visiting  at  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Wilson's,  I  had  an  opportunity  of  seeing  the  exertions  of  the  family 
to  make  Mr.  ^affitts'  stay  with  them  pleasant  and  agreeable  ;  no  ex- 
pense was  spared,  no  means  in  their  power  unused,  to  advance  the 
happiness  of  their  then  esteemed  guest.  In  a  short  time  Mr.  Maffitt 
went  to  spend  some  time  in  the  family  of  Mr.  Alexander  Jones. 
While  there,  he  had  spoken  very  disrespectfully  of  Mr.  Wilson  and 
his  family.  This  fact  was  fully  proved  at  the  trial  in  Boston,  and  is  con- 
firmed by  Mrs  Shaw,  Mrs.  Jones,  and  Miss  Jones,  as  appears  here- 
afttr. 

Another  circumstance  (which  I  deposed  to  in  the  statement  I  gave 
as  published  in  the  report  of  the  trial  in  Boston,  respecting  the  man- 
ner I  heard  Mr.  Maffitt  speak  of  William  H.  Smith  Esq.  and  wife) 
had  an  effect  upon  my  opinion  of  Mr.  Maffitt,  and,  among  other  things, 
occasioned  my  writing  the  letter  to  which  Mrs.  Turpin  alludes. 

Soon  after  the  occurrence  respecting  William  H.  Smith.  Esq. 
Mrs.  Turpin  told  me  the  substance  of  a  conversation  she  had 
previously  had  with  Mr.    Maffitt.     Mr.    Wilson,    had  called  at  Mr. 
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Jones'  and  invited  Mrs.  M.  to  his  house  ;  Mr.  M.  being  considered  too 
unwell  to  accompany  her  :  Mrs.  Turpin  had  called  at  Mr.  Jones'  for 
the  purpose  of  persuading  Mrs.  M.  to  go  to  Mr.  Wilson's  Upon  her 
urging  this,  Vir.  Maffitt  objected  to  his  wife's  going;  Mrs.  Turpin 
continued  to  urge  it,  and  Mrs,  M.  was  inclined  to  go;  upon  which 
Mr.  M.  became  angry^  and  said  she  should  not  go,  he  had  rather  send 
for  his  trunk  (which  was  then  at  Mr.  Wilson's,  where  he  had  been 
recently  staying)  and  leave  town,  than  go  there.  After  relating  this 
to  me,  Mrs.  Turpin  added  that  she  would  not  have  Mr.  Wilson's 
family  know  what  Mr.  Maffitt  had  said  about  them,  for  all  the 
world  ! 

While  under  the  impressions  produced  by  these  circumstances,  I 
received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Maffitt,  in  which  he  charged  certain  per- 
sons with  falsehood,  and  complained  of  roy  change  of  opinion  in  re- 
gard to  him.  I  then  wrote  a  letter  to  Mr.  M.  giving  the  reasons  for 
my  change  of  opinion,  and  which  contained  the  remark  to  which  Mrs. 
Turpin  alludes. 

The  publick  will  judge  whether  the  fact  of  Mr.  Maffitt's  having 
ridiculed  and  spoken  disrespectfully  of  Mr.  Wilson  and  family,  and 
the  circumstances  and  conversation  as  related  by  Mrs.  Turpin,  would 
justify  the  expression  I  used  in  my  letter,  viz.  "  that  such  was  your 
abhorrence  of  Mr.  W's  family,  that  you  had  rather  leave  town  than 
go  there."  Perhaps  the  word  abhorrence  was  a  little  too  strong, 
but  such  was  the  idea  conveyed  to  me  by  Mrs,  Turpin's  conversa- 
tion. 

On  the  tirst  day  of  January,  I  was  requested  by  Wm  H.  Smith,  to 
attend  a  Council  of  Ministers,  who  had  assembled  for  the  purpose  of 
examining  certain  charges  against  J.  N.  Maffitt.  I  at  first  decUned 
going,  but  afterwards  being  informed  by  Mr.  Badger  that  Mrs.  '5  ur- 
pin  had  given,  or  was, about  to  give,  a  statement  before  the  Council, 
in  which  my  name  was  frequently  mentioned,  I  determined  to  go. 
On  my  arriving,  the  President  of  the  Council  observed,  that  Mrs. 
Turpin  had  given  a  stat-^ment  that  she  was  about  to  make  oath  to, 
but  that  before  she  did  this,  they  had  thought  proper  to  send  for  me. 
The  statement  was  then  read,  and  it  was  there  stated  by  Mrs.  Tur- 
pin that  I  had  written  a  letter  to  Mr.  Maffitt  charging  him  with  sever- 
al things,  and  that  I  had  taken  pains  to  circulate  this  letter  much  to 
his  prejudice— that  having  heard  Mr.  A.  Jones,  jun.  knew  some 
things  against  Mr.  Maffitt,  1  had  gone  to  Mr.  Jones  to  ascertain  what 
they  were — that  Mr.  Jones,  jun.  in  a  conversation  with  me  after- 
wards, said  that  he  was  sorry  he  had  told  me  any  "thing  about  Mr. 
Maffitt.  These  two  last  circumstances,  in  relation  to  my  going;  to  see 
Mr.  Jones,  and  what  he  had  said  to  me  respecting  his  being  sorry, 
&c.  Mrs.  Turpin  declared  I  had  made  a  statement  of  before  a  Com- 
mittee of  the  Church,  to  which  she  and  myself  belong.  After  these 
declarations  of  ^Irs.  T.  were  read  to  me.  I  ob.served  to  the  Council, 
that  what  BIrs.  Turpin  said,  respecting  my  circulating  the  letter  I 
had  written  Mr.  Maffitt  to  his  prejudice — my  going  to  see  ^1r.  Jones, 
jun.  to  ascertain  what  he  knew  about  Mr.  M.~and  also  that  Mr,  Jones, 
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jun.  had  told  me  he  was  sorry  he  had  said  any  thing ;  together  with 
my  having  told  these  circumstances  to  a  committee  of  the  church  were 
false.  Mrs.  T.  however,  insisted  that  they  were  correct.  After 
some  conversation  between  Mrs.  T.  and  myself,  Rev.  Mr.  Wilson  and 
another  gentleman  observed  to  the  Council  that  what  Mrs.  T.  had 
said  about  my  circulating  the  letter  was  incorrect,  that  Mr.  M.  him- 
self had  given  publicity  to  the  letter.  Mrs.  Turpin  then  consented 
to  have  this  part  of  her  statement  erased.  The  rest  of  the  statement 
she  made  oath  to.  The  next  day  Rev.  Mr.  Wilson,  Mr.  Samuel  Proud , 
and  Deacon  John  Dunwell  (gentlemen  who  were  on  the  committee 
referred  to  by  Mrs.  T.)  called  on  the  Council  at  their  request,  and 
informed  them  that  what  Mrs.  T.  had  stated  as  haying  been  said  to 
them  by  me,  viz.  :  that  I  went  to  ascertain  what  Mr.  A.  Jones,  jun. 
knew  about  Mr.  M.  was  incorrect,  and  that  I  had  never  made  any 
such  statement  before  them.  The  Council  requested  the  gentle- 
men to  inform  me,  that  they  should  make  no  use  of  those  parts  of 
Mrs.  T's  statement,  and  that  they  should  have  no  bearing  in  the 
case.* 

When  I  was  before  the  Council,  and  Mrs.  T,  and  myself  were 
conversing  respecting  the  incorrectness  of  her  statement,  one  of  the 
Council  observed  that  if  Mrs.  Turpin  could  attest  to  that  part  of  the 
statement,  referring  to  Mr.  A.  Jones  having  told  me  he  was  sorry  he 
had  said  any  thing,  &c.  he  would  be  glad  to  have  her  do  so,  as  it  would 
go  to  corroborate  what  Mrs.  Merritt  had  sworn  to.  The  Council,  after 
I  had  made  this  statement,  in  contradiction  of  what  Mrs.  T,  had  as- 
serted, did  not  express  any  wish  to  have  it  sworn  to,  nor  did  they 
make  any  use  of  this  statement,  and  of  some  instances  I  related  to 
them,  wherein  Mr.  M.  had  been  guilty  of  prevarication  ;  and  they 
also  appeared  to  me  much  more  disposed  to  examine  witnessess/a- 
vourable  to  Mr.  M.  than  those  against  him. 

Previous  to  the  trial  in  Boston,  Rev.  Messrs.  Hedding  and  Merritt, 
and  a  Mr.  Motley  called  on  me  to  inquire  what  I  knew  respecting  the 
conduct  of  Mr.  Maffitt  in  this  town.  I  stated  that  for  myself  I  had 
never  seen  any  thing  in  his  conduct  that  amounted  to  a  crime.  Mr. 
Hedding  observed,  that  they  had  been  to  a  number  of  persons, 
among  the  rest  Rev.  Messrs.  Wilson  and  Crocker,  and  that  all  they 
knew  were  reports  only^  and  that  they  were  friendly  to  Mr.  MafKtt. 
I  was  surprised  at  this  declaration,  as  I  inferred  from  it  that  Mr.  Wil- 
son was  satisfied  with  'Vlr.  M's  conduct.  I  asked  Mr.  Hedding  if  Mr. 
Wilson  had  said  he  Avas  satisfied  with  the  conduct  of  Mr.  M.  ?  On 
which  Mr.  Hedding  observed  (pointing  to  his  breast)  he  does  not  ap- 
pear to  feel  right  here,  but  he  says,  O,  we  are  friendly.  1  told  him  I 
was  astonished  to  hear  that  Mr.  Wilson  was   satisfied,  as  a  few  days 

•I  am  authorized  by  t!ie.«e  gentlemen,  who  were  of  the  coDfimiftee  referred  to 
by  Mrs.  T,  to  state,  that  they  do  not  recollect  ever  hearing  me  say  to  them  that 
Mr.  Jones,  jun.  had  fold  me  he  was  sorry  he  had  said  anything  about  Mr. 
Mnffitt,  and  that  «Ae  conno*  SMfci/an^ta/c  by  theiUj  what  Jhe  has  slated  on  tliis 
point. 
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before  he  had  expressed  himself  to  me  very  differently.  I  then  re- 
lated some  circumstances  that  Mr.  Wilson  had  stated  to  me,  wherein 
Mr.  M.  had  been  guilty  of  prevarication.  The  gentlemen  observed 
that  .'tir.  Wilson  had  made  these  same  statements  to  them,  and  Mr.  Mer- 
rit  said  it  was  a  circumstance  he  wished  could  be  cleared  up  to  his 
mind  *  The  next  day,  I  saw  Mr.  Wilson,  and  on  my  telhng  him  the 
substance  of  the  conversation  above  referred  to,  he  observed,  that 
instead  of  giving  the  gentlemen  to  understand  he  was  satisfied  with 
Mr.  M's  conduct,  he  related  to  them  instances  of  prevarication.,  and 
informed  them,  when  they  inquired  if  he  would  consent  to  have  Mr. 
M.  preach  in  his  pulpit,  that  he  did  notconsider  him  a  fit  person  to 
preach  iii  his  pulpit.,  nor  did  he  consider  him  a  proper  person  to  be- 
come again  an  inmate  in  his  family. 

Signed,  JOHN  PRENTICE. 

Extract  of  the  deposition  of  Jane   S.  Jones.,  szi)orn  to  before  Joseph 

Jones.,  Esq. 
Ques.  Did  you  ever  hear  Mr.  Mafiitt  say  that  Mr.  Wilson  or  his 
family  were  vulgar.,  and  speak  slightly  of  them  or  any  of  them  ?    Ans. 
Yes.  Signed,  JANE  S.  JONES. 

I  certify  the  above  is  correct, 

JOSEPH  JONES,  Pub.  Notary. 

Note.  See  also  the  statements  of  Mrs.  Shaw,  Mrs. 
King,  Mrs.  Jones  and  Mr.  Prentice,  to  the  same  point, 
and  compare  them  with  the  following  extract  of  a 
letter  from  Mr.  Maffitt  to  Mr.  Wilson,  dated  Sept.  1, 
1 822,  and  which  was  shown  to  the  Council  by  Mr. 
W  ilson. 

"  My  mind  has  been  strangely  affected  inconsequence  of  the  many 
imfavourable  reports  now  in  circulation  concerning  me,  &:c.  I  am 
your  countryman^ — yowr  brother — your  Son  in  the  Gospel — I  have 
always  since  my  introduction  to  you  and  family  appreciated  your 
Friendship,  and  theirs — the  repeated  and  undeserved  marks  of  your 
Favour  and  Esteem,  have  indehbly  stamped  on  my  heart  grateful  re- 
membrances, and  elicited  fervent  prayers  for  your  prosperity  and 
Happiness — Now  for  any  persons  to  even  hint  that  I  have  slighted 
your  kindness  and  used  your  Family  with  disrespect  is  abominable — 
I  never  was  charged  with  so  base  a  crime  previous  to  my  visit  to  your 
town."  Signed,  J.N.  MAFFITT. 

Here  follow  the  corroboratory  statements  referred 
to  by  Mr.  Prentice. 

I,  Nancy  King,  cert;iy,  that  Mrs.  Lydia  Turpin  had  the  same  con- 
versation with  me  in  s'ibstance,  as  is  related  by  Mr.  Prentice,  concern- 
—  * 

*JVote  by  the  Edilo'.-s.  How  was  Mr.  Merritt  "satisfied"  on  (his  subject, 
when  as  one  of  the  Council  he  acquitted  Mr.  Maffitt  of  this  charge  ? 


iag  what  Mr.  Maffitt  had  told  her  about  Mr.  Wilson's  family.  That 
she  stated  to  me  (after  relating  the  circumstances  in  the  same  manner 
as  is  above  testified  by  Mr.  Prentice)  Mr  Maffitt  said  he  had  rather 
send  for  his  trunk  and  leave  town  than  go  to  Mr.  Wilson's,  and  that 
she  would  not  have  Mr.  Wilson's  family  know  what  Mr.  Maffit  had 
said  about  them /or  all  the  world  ! 

Soon  after  this,  I  had  some  conversation  with  Mrs.  Turpin  (re- 
specting the  letter  Mr.  Prentice  had  written  to  Mr  Maffitt)  at  the 
time  she  refers  to  in  her  statement  before  the  Council  of  ministers, 
I  did  not  say  what  she  has  declared  in  that  statement,  I  told  Mr, 
Prentice.  1  observed  to  her  that  I  had  said  to  him,  that  she,  Mrs. 
Turpin,  did  not  use  the  word  abhorrence,  but  that  what  she  had  told 
me,  conveyed  that  idea.  I  did  not  say  to  Mr.  Prentice,  that  Mrs.  T. 
"  would  deny  it,"  nor  did  I  tell  to  Mrs.  Turpin  I  had  so  said  to  Mr. 
Prentice. 

Signed,  NANCY  KING. 

I  certify  that  Mrs.  Lydia  Turpin  had  a  similar  conversation  with 
me  respecting  what  Mr.  Maffitt  had  said  in  relation  to  his  returning  to 
our  family,  &;c.  as  is  above  stated  by  Mr.  Prentice  and  Mrs.  King. 
Signed,  MARY  WILSON. 

I  certify  that  what  Mr.  Prentice  has  stated  as  the  conver- 
sation that  passed  between  myself  and  Messrs.  Hedding  and  Merritt 
in  relation  to  Mr.  Maffitt  is  correct,  and  that  his  statement  above  is 
true,  wherein  it  refers  to  me,  and  so  far  as  I  have  any  knowledge  of 
the  facts|related. 

Signed  •     JAMES  WILSON. 

We  are  authorized  to  give  to  the  publick  the  follow- 
ing facts  and  circumstances  as  stated  by  the  Rev.  James 
Wilson  of  this  town,  and  which  that  gentleman  is 
ready  to  corroborate  in  every  particular ; 

The  Council  of  ministers  when  assembled  in  Providence  to  inves- 
tigate the  character  of  J.  N.  Maffitt,  invited  Mr.  Wilson  to  attend  one 
of  their  sittings.  He  accordingly  did  so,  and  impelled  by  a  sense  of 
duty  to  the  Methodist  connexion,  to  other  christian  denominations, 
and  to  the  general  interests  and  credit  of  religion,  preferred  to  the 
Council  sundry  charges  against  Mr.  Maffitt,  of  highly  improper  con- 
duct, unbecoming  a  christian,  and  unworthy  a  minister  of  the  gospel. 
He  also  stated  to  the  Council  that  each  of  these  charges  admitted  of 
further  proofs  in  ample  support  of  his  word.  The  charges  were  pre- 
ferred verbally  to  the  Council  and  committed  to  writing  by  the  scribe. 
He,  hov/ever,  was  not  requested  to  make  oath  to  the  same,  as  were 
other  witnesses,  nor  was  his  statement  published  or  any  allusion  made 
to  it  in  the  Report  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Council. 

The  particulars  of  these  charges  were  given  at  the  time  by  Mr.  W. 
the  substance  of  which  was  ;  That  Mr,  W.  having  been  credibly  in- 
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formed  in  the  beginning  of  October  last,  that  Mr.  Mnffitt  had  slandeiv 
ously  accused  him  to  Mr.  Jones,  jun.  of  havin.:,  while  in  Bv*ston  repor- 
ted to  Mrs.   vl.  sundry  stories  highly  injurious  to    the  character   of 
Mr.  Alexander  Jones,  sen. ;  he  afterwards,  in  a  conversrition  with  Mr. 
M.  at  his  house,  when  Mr.  J.  B.  Wood,   and   wile,  and  others  were 
present,  informed  him  of  what  he  had  heard,  and  desired  an  explana- 
tion.    That  Mr.  «i.  replied  it  was  a  new    accusation   against  him   of 
which.he  k7iew  nothing.     That  on  his  persisting  so   to  deny   it,  Mrs. 
Wood  observed,  there  was  something  in  it.  for  letters   had   passed 
between  this  town  and  Boston  on  the   subject,  referring  to   things 
which  Mr.  Maffitt  reported  Mr.  Wilson  had  said,  highly  injurious  to 
Mr.  Jones,  sen.     To  which  Mr.  W.  replied,  that  be  had  never  repor- 
ted these  things,  or  said  any  thing  injurious  to  Mr.  Jones  or  his  fami- 
ly.    That    Mr.  M.  being   then    pressed    for  an  explanation,    said 
— that  if  he  had  reported  any  such  thing  he  must  have  been   de- 
ranged, and  did  not  know  what  he  said,  and  linally  accounted  for  the 
whole  on  the  principle  of  the  derangement  of  Ids  understanding  at  the 
time  he  had  so  spoken,  and  loss  of  memory  ! 

It  was  further  stated  to  the  Council,  that  in  another  conversation 
with  Vir.  M.  after  this,  at  Mr.  W.'s  house,  he,  (Mr.  W.)  told  Mr.  'Si. 
that  he  was  not  satisfied  with  his  apology  of  delirium  and  loss  of 
memory  for  what  he  had  reported  Mr.  W.  had  said  concerning  Mr. 
Jones,  and  hoped  he  could  then  give  a  more  satisfactory  explanation. 
To  this  Mr.  M.  replied,  that  Mr.  W.  must  have  known  of  these  re- 
ports being  circulated  in  Providence  ;  and  then,  in  a  very  improper 
manner  which  disgusted  Mr.  W.,  he  repeated  some  ridiculous  slan- 
ders against  Mr.  Jones,  sen.  that  had  long  been  forgotten  and 
buried  in  oblivion.  Mr.  W.  then  observed  to  Mr.  M.  that  his  hear- 
ing such  things  from  other  persons  did  not  account  for  his  giving  Pdr.  i 
Jones  and  his  family  to  understand  that  he,  Mr.  W.,  had  related  them, 
Mr.  M.  replied,  he  had  told  Mr.  Jones  and  his  family  of  these  stories 
he  had  heard,  and  knew  they  suspected  Mr.  W.  as  the  author,  he 
having  recently  left  that  gentleman's  house,  and  confessed  he  did 
not  imdeceive  them  ;  but  that  Mr.  Jones  would  explain  it  all.  Thus 
ended  this  second  interview,  and  Mr.  W.  disgusted  with  such  im- 
probable statements  and  prevarications,  determined  to  hold  no  fur- 
ther intercourse  with  Mr.  M. 

In  consequence  however  of  urgent  importunity  by  a  female  mem- 
ber of  his  church,  Mr.  W.  consented  to  a  third  interview  with  Mr. 
M.  at  her  house,  during  his  last  visit  to  this  town.  At  this  inter- 
view several  circumstances  were  very  seriously  discussed,  but  par- 
ticularly Mr.  Maffitt's  having  accused  Mr.  Wilson  of  slandering  Mr. 
Jones,  sen.  Mr.  M.  then  said  that  his  recollection  was  fully  come  to 
him,  and  he  was  coniident  he  could  remove  every  difficulty  in  Mr. 
W's.  mind  on  the  subject.  He  then  stated  that  Mr.  Broadhead  had 
heard  the  slanderous  stories  alluded  to,  at  the  house  of  a  gentleman 
in  Boston  with  whom  he  was  dining,  and  that  the  son  of  that  gentle- 
man liad  related  these  stories  in  presence  of  Mr.  Broadhead.  On  be- 
ing asked  why  the  slander  was  fixed  on  Mr.  W,  instead  of  the  young 
gentleman  in  Boston  ?  Mr.  M.  replied  that  in  a  conversation  between 
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himself,  Mr.  Alexander  Jones,  jun.,  and  Mr.  Broadhead,  the  latter 
gentleman,  on  being  questioned  by  ivir.  Jones, informed  him  of  all  that 
had  been  said  in  Boston  concerning  Mn  Jones,  sen.  ;  and  stated  that  he 
?flr.  Broadhead,  had  heard  these  things  in  Boston,  out  refused  to  tell 
from  whom.  On  which  Mr.  Jones,  jr.  charged  Mr.  Wilson,  with  hav- 
ing been  the  author,  and  Mr.  Blaffitt  confessed  he  did  rot  contradict 
it,  and  used  no  means  to  avert  the  imputation  from  Mr.  Wil:-onI 

The  next  day  after  this  interview,  Mr.  W.  met  Mr.  M.  in  the 
street.  He  expressed  great  contrition  for  his  errours,  and  thanks 
for  Mr.  W's.  advice,  who  feeling  a  compassion  for  him,  and  being  af- 
fected by  his  expressions  of  determined  reformation,  permitted  him 
to  visit  his  family  for  the  purpose  of  trying  to  remove  some  difficul- 
ties there  existing.  Mr.  W.  on  returning  home,  in  about  two  hours 
after  this  occurrence,  found  Mr.  M.  at  his  house,  and,  unexpectedly 
to  Mr.  W.,  invited  to  dine,  he  having  forbidden  such  an  invitation. 
He  however  assented  on  the  ground  of  hospitality  to  his  countryman. 
But  unfortunately  for  Mr.  M.,  Mr.  Broadhead  happening  to  arrive 
from  Boston,  came  to  Mr.  Wilson's  at  the  same  time,  and  tarried  a 
little  after  dinner.  On  Mr.  W.  being  suddenly  called  out,  Mr.  M., 
having  left  Mr.  Broadhead,  came  into  another  room  and  observed  to 
two  of  Mr.  W's.  family,  with  seeming  surprise,  that  Mr.  Broadhead 
said,  he  had  never  heard  of  the  stories  respecting  Mr.  Jones,  sen. 
until  first  informed  of  them  by  Mr.  Jones,  jr.  !  Soon  after  this  Mr. 
M.  and  Mr.  B.  left  the  house  A  few  days  after,  Mr.  W.  came  to  the 
knowledge  of  Mr.  Maffitt's  having  told  to  Miss  Jane  S.Jones,  as  well  as 
to  her  brother,  that  Mr.  Wilson  was  the  person  who  related  the  sto- 
ries about  her  father  in  Boston. 

From  this  and  other  circumstances  Mr,  W.  was  convinced  of  the 
real  character  of  Mr.  M.  and  determined  to  withdraw  fiom  all  inter- 
course with  him. 

All  these  facts  were  stated  in  detail  by  Mr.  Wilson,  to  the  Council. 

Mr.  W.  observed,  in  reply  to  a  gentleman  not  of  the  Council,  who 
in  their  presence  inquired  as  to  his  having  treated  Mr.  M.  at  times 
with  less  seeming  friendship  than  at  other  times  ;  that  the  chain  of 
facts  which  governed  his  conduct  towards  Mr.  M.  came  gradually 
in  their  several  links,  and  in  succession  to  his  knowledge,  and  that  of 
course  his  impressions  and  conduct  kept  pace  with  the  development 
of  these  facts. 

Mr.  W.  further  states  that  he  did  not  give  the  committee  from 
Boston  to  understand  that  he  was  satisfied  with  the  conduct  of  Mr.  M. 
or  that  he  was  his  friend,  only  so  ftir  as  truth  and  its  interests  re- 
quired ;  and  he  is  still  his  friend  so  far  as  sincerely  to  desire  his  re- 
pentance and  recovery  from  the  evils  in  which  he  has  so  unhappily 
involved  himself 

On  what  principle  of  common  honesty  the  Council 
excluded  these  facts,  given  by  a  witness  they  had 
called  before  them,  from  their  report,  is  beyond  our 
comprehension.  Did  they  invite  Mr.  W.  from  courte- 
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sy,  hoping  he  would  spare  Mr.  M.  and  on  finding 
their  mistake  think  to  deceive  the  pubHck  by  sup- 
pressing his  testimony  ?  Such  unfairness  will  sooner 
or  later  ever  be  exposed,  and  we  are  surprised  that 
policy,  il  not  principle,  did  not  deter  the  Council 
from  this  hazardous  experiment.  They  cannot  avail 
themselves  of  the  plea  that  these  facts  were  not  con- 
nected with  the  deponents  and  the  charges  in  the  tri- 
al at  Boston.  Mr.  W.  was  a  deponent  in  that  case, 
and  the  facts  disclosed  were  proofs  o^ '•'' falsehood  and 
malicious  tattling.'''' 

From  the  facts  disclosed  by  Mr.  Prentice  and  Mr. 
Wilson,  the  publick  need  no  longer  be  surprised  at 
the  misrepresentations  the  Committee  made  of  the 
conversation  they  had  with  Mr.  Crocker  respecting 
Mr.  Maffitt.  Mr.  Wilson  was  treated  in  the  same 
manner  by  this  Committee,  and  had  there  been  any 
thing  in  hi&  deposition  given,  to  be  used  in  the  trial 
at  Boston,  obnoxious  to  the  Council,  the  inference  is 
clear  that  he  would  have  been  attacked  in  the  same 
way  these  men  have  attempted  to  slander  the  repu- 
tation of  Mr.  Crocker. 

We  have  now  done  with  this  Council  and  their 
proceedings,  and  leave  them  to  their  own  consciences 
and  to  the  judgment  of  an  impartial  publick. 


Errata. — 22d  line  on  the  26th  page,  erase  "  given."  On  page 
31,  insert  S.  wherever  Miss  J.  or  Miss  Jane  Jones,  occurs.  Page 
3;3,line  31,  for  Ann  S.  Joues,  read  Ann  N,  Jones. 
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PROCEEDINGS  OF  COUNCIL. 


An  Ecclesiastical  Council  was  convened  at  the  vestry  of  Howard 
Street  Church,  December  4th,  1849,  by  letters  missive  from  Ezekiel 
Goss,  stating  that  he  is  a  member  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  in  good 
and  regular  standing,  and  has  requested  a  letter  of  dismission,  and 
of  recommendation  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  which  request  has 
been  refused,  that  he  has  also  requested  the  Tabernacle  Church  to 
unite  with  him  in  calling  a  mutual  council,  and  that  this  request  has 
likewise  been  refused ;  and  he  now  calls  this  council  to  examine  into 
the  case,  so  far  as  to  sustain  the  rights  of  the  churches,  and  afford 
him  the  necessary  relief. 

The  following  churches  were  represented  : 

1.  Salem  Church,  Boston. 

Rev.  Edward  Beecher,  D.D.,  Pastor, 
Dr.  Ephraim  Buck,  Delegate. 

2.  Church  in  Randolph. 

Rev.  Calvin  Hitchcock,  D.D.,  Pastor, 
Dr.  Ebenezer  Alden,  Delegate. 

3.  Church  in  Middleboro\ 

Rev.  Israel  W.  Putnam,  Pastor, 
Bro.  Zechariah  Eddy,  Delegate. 

4.  Church  in  Essex. 

Rev.  R.  Crowell,  Pastor, 
Dea.  David  Choate,  Delegate. 

5.  South  Church,  Ipswich. 

Rev.  Daniel  Fitz,  Pastor, 

Bro.  Daniel  Cogswell,  Delegate. 

6.  Church  in  Hopkinton. 

Rev.  J.  C.  Webster,  Pastor, 
Bro.  J.  A.  Fitch,  Delegate. 

7.  Third  Church,  Ahington. 

Rev.  H.  D.  Walker,  Pastor. 


8.  Parh  Street  Chureli^  Boston. 

Rev.  A.  L.  Stone,  Pastor, 
Rev.  Louis  Dwight,  Delegate. 

Rev.  Mr.  Putnam  was  chosen  Moderator,  and,  in  his  absence,  Dr. 
Ephraim  Buck  was  chosen  Moderator,  pro  tempore ;  Rev.  A.  L. 
Stone  was  chosen  Scribe.  Prayer  was  offered  by  Rev.  Dr.  Hitch- 
cock. 

Rev.  Mr.  Putnam  coming  in,  decUned  acting  as  Moderator,  and 
Rev.  Mr.  Crowell  was  chosen  Moderator. 

Voted,  That  the  council  is  now  ready  to  proceed  to  the  considera- 
tion of  the  case  presented  in  the  letter  missive. 

Voted  to  adjourn  to  2  o'clock  in  the  afternoon.  Council  met 
agreeably  to  adjournment  at  2  o'clock. 

Documents  Avere  then  submitted,  showing  that  Mr.  Goss  had  re- 
quested the  Tabernacle  Church  to  unite  with  him  in  calling  a  mutual 
council  upon  his  case,  and  that  this  request  had  been  refused. 

Documents  were  also  read,  showing  that  Mr.  Goss  had  repeatedly 
asked  a  letter  of  dismission  from  the  Tabernacle  Church,  and  of 
recommendation  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and  that  these  re- 
quests had  been  refused. 

On  motion,  Voted,  That  council  adjourn  at  half-past  5,  to  meet 
at  half-past  6  o'clock. 

Voted,  That  the  council  hold  an  adjourned  meeting  in  the  vestry 
of  Howard  Street  Church,  on  the  18th  of  Dec.  inst.,  at  half-past  10 
o'clock,  A.M. 

Voted  to  appoint  a  committee  to  wait  upon  the  Pastor  of  the  Tab- 
ernacle Church,  and  notify  him  of  the  organization  of  the  council,  and 
of  the  case  under  consideration,  that  he  may  attend  on  behalf  of  the 
church. 

Rev.  Dr.  Beecher  and  Dr.  Alden  were  appointed  said  committee. 
The  hour  of  adjournment  having  arrived,  the  council  adjourned,  to 
meet  at  half  past  six  o'clock. 

EVENING. 

Council  met  pursuant  to  adjournment.  The  committee  appointed 
to  communicate  with  the  Tabernacle  Church  reported  that  they  had 
had  an  interview  with  the  Pastor  of  that  Church,  and  that  he  was 
understood  to  decline  appearing  before  the  council,  on  the  ground 
that  no  action  of  council  was  called  for  in  the  premises. 

On  motion.  Voted,  to  advise  Mr.  Goss  to  enlarge  the  council,  by 
inviting  other  churches  at  his  discretion.     Voted  to  adjourn. 

Attest, 

A.  L.  Stone,  Scribe. 

Salem,  December  4th,  1849. 


Tuesday,  December  18. 

The  council  met  pursuant  to  adjournment,  in  the  vestry  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church — Rev,  Mr.  Crowell  in  the  chair.  The  fol- 
lowing churches  were  represented : 

1.  Church  in  Essex. 

Rev.  R.  Crowell,  Pastor, 
Dea.  David  Choate,  Delegate. 

2.  Church  in  West  Medivay. 

Rev.  Jacob  Ide,  D.D.,  Pastor, 
Dea.  Daniel  Nurse,  Delegate. 

3.  Mount  Vernon^  Boston. 

Rev.  Edward  N.  Kirk,  Pastor, 
Dea.  Daniel  Safford,  Delegate. 

4.  Church  in  Randolph. 

Rev.  Calvin  Hitchcock,  D.D.,  Pastor. 

5.  South  Church,  Ipswich. 

Rev.  Daniel  Fitz,  Pastor, 

Rro.  Daniel  Cogswell,  Delegate. 

6.  First  Church,  Cmnhridge. 

Rev.  John  A.  Albro,  Pastor, 
Dea.  Charles  W.  Homer,  Delegate. 

7.  Second  JEv.  Church,  Camhridgeport. 

Rev.  J.  C.  Lovejoy,  Pastor, 
Bro.  Francis  Hunt,  Delegate. 

8.  Church  in  East  Ahington. 

Rev.  H.  D.  Walker,  Pastor, 
Dea.  Elijah  Shaw,  Delegate. 

9.  Salem  Church,  Boston. 

Rev.  Edward  Beecher,  D.D.,  Pastor, 
Dr.  Ephraim  Buck,  Delegate. 

10.  First  Church  in  Ipswich. 

Rev.  David  S.  Kimball,  Pastor, 
Bro.  George  W.  Head,  Delegate. 

11.  First  Church,  Braintree, 

Rev.  R.  S.  Storrs,  D.D.,  Pastor, 
Dea.  David  Hollis,  Deleffate. 

12.  Church  in  Rochport. 

Rev.  W.  Gale,  Pastor, 

Dea.  Thomas  Giles,  Delegate. 
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13.  Church  in  South  Reading. 

Rev.  R.  Emerson,  Pastor, 
Dr.  Poland,  Delegate. 

14.  Park  Street  Church,  Boston. 

Rev.  A.  L.  Stone,  Pastor, 
Rev.  Louis  Dwight,  Delegate. 

15.  Church  in  ITopkinton. 

Rev.  J.  C.  Webster,  Pastor, 
Bro.  J.  A.  Fitch,  Delegate. 

16.  Church  in  Middleboro\ 

Rev.  Israel  W.  Putnam,  Pastor, 
Bro.  Zechariah  Eddj,  Delegate. 

Rev.  Mr.  Crowell  resigned  his  seat  as  Moderator  of  the  Council. 
On  motion,  the  resignation  was  accepted,  and  Rev.  Reuben  Emerson 
was  chosen  Moderator.  Prayer  was  offered  by  Rev.  Mr.  Putnam. 
The  Minutes  of  the  last  session  of  the  Council  were  read  by  the 
Scribe.  On  motion,  voted,  that  a  committee  be  appointed  to  wait 
upon  the  Pastor  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  and  inform  him  that  the 
Council  were  ready  to  hear  any  communication  from  him  in  reference 
to  the  case  mider  consideration. 

Rev.  Mr.  Putnam  and  Rev.  E.  N.  Kirk  were  appointed  such  com- 
mittee. 

Voted,  That  Rev.  Mr.  Wilder  have  leave  to  appear  before  the 
Council,  and  present  the  case  of  Mr.  Goss. 

Documents  were  read,  presenting  to  the  Council  the  matters  sub- 
mitted to  the  Council  at  its  last  session. 

Voted  to  adjourn  to  2  o'clock  this  afternoon. 

Adjourned  accordingly. 

Council  met  at  two  o'clock.  Rev.  Dr.  Ide  offered  prayer.  The 
Committee  appointed  to  wait  upon  the  Pastor  of  the  Tabernacle 
Church  reported,  that  they  had  had  an  interview  with  Rev.  Dr.  Wor- 
cester, and  that  he  was  ready  to  converse  with  them  ;  that  he  declined 
appearing  before  the  Council,  or  taking  further  action  in  the  case  at 
the  present  time  ;  that  he  urged,  as  reasons  for  the  refusal  of  Mr. 
Goss's  request  of  a  letter,  the  considerations — 1.  That  Mr.  Goss  was 
not  in  good  standing ;  2.  That  the  E[oward  Street  Church  was  not  in 
good  standing. 

Voted,  That  we  hear  the  doings  of  the  council  that  advised  to  the 
dissolution  of  the  Howard  Street  Church. 

Testimony  was  also  called  for  in  regard  to  the  action  of  the  church 
upon  this  advice  ;  also  the  doings  of  a  council  called  to  consider  the 
action  of  the  church  in  voting  to  dissolve  ;  also  the  action  of  the  mi- 
nority subsequent  to  the  vote  to  dissolve. 


Voted,  That  the  Council  be  by  themselves. 

The  following  Resolution  was  moved  : 

Resolved,  That,  so  far  as  this  Council  is  advised  on  the  subject, 
Mr.  Goss  has  done  nothing  to  forfeit  his  standing  in  his  own  church. 

The  Resolution  was  adopted. 

Moved,  That  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  Council  that  the  vote  of  a 
majoritj  cannot  dissolve  a  church  against  the  consent  of  a  minority, 
and  it  appearing  that  the  Howard  Street  Church  has  not  been  other- 
wise dissolved,  and  that  the  minority  claim  membership  therein,  and 
have  acted,  and  still  act,  as  that  Church,  and  sustain  its  meetings, 
the  ordinances  and  ministry,  this  Council  advise  that  that  Church  has 
not  been  dissolved,  but  still  exists  on  its  original  foundation. 

The  question  was  taken  by  ayes  and  noes ;  when  it  appeared  that 
there  were  24  ayes  and  2  noes,  and  the  Resolution  was  adopted. 

Voted,  That  Mr.  Goss  be  advised  to  renew  his  application  to  the 
Tabernacle  Church,  for  a  letter  of  dismission,  and  of  recommenda- 
tion to  the  Howard  Street  Church :  and  if  his  request  be  refused, 
that  he  be  advised  to  offer  himself  for  membership  to  the  Howard 
Street  Church,  and  that  the  Howard  Street  Church  be  advised  to 
receive  him. 

Voted,  That  a  committee  be  chosen  to  prepare  a  Result  of  Council. 
Rev.  Dr.  Beecher,  Bro.  Z.  Eddy,  Rev.  R.  Crowell,  Rev.  Dr.  Storrs, 
and  Rev.  A.  L.  Stone,  were  appointed  this  committee. 

Voted,  That  we  adjourn,  to  meet  at  7  o'clock  this  evening. 

Council  met  pursuant  to  adjournment.  The  committee  chosen  to 
prepare  a  Result  of  Council  reported  progress ;  whereupon  it  was 
voted.  That  when  the  Council  adjourn,  it  adjourn  to  meet  on  "Wed- 
nesday, January  16th,  at  10  o'clock,  A.M.,  at  the  vestry  of  Park 
Street  Church,  Boston,  to  hear  the  report  of  the  committee,  appointed 
to  prepare  a  Result  of  Council. 
Voted  to  adjourn. 

Attest,  A.  L.  Stone,  Scribe. 

The  council  met  by  adjournment,  January  16,  at  10  o'clock,  in  the 
vestry  of  Park  Street  Church,  to  hear  the  report  of  the  committee 
appointed  to  frame  a  Result. 

There  were  present  the  following  churches  by  their  Pastors  and 
delegates. 

1.  Church  in  South  Reading. 

Rev.  R.  Emerson,  Pastor. 

2.  Church  in  West  Medway. 

Rev.  Jacob  Ide,  D.D.,  Pastor. 

3.  Church  in  Braintree. 

Rev.  R.  S.  Storrs,  D.D.,  Pastor. 
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4.  Church  in  Randolph. 

Rev.  Calvin  Hitchcock,  D.D.,  Pastor, 
Dr.  Ebenezer  Alden,  Delegate. 

5.  South  Church  in  Ipsivich. 

Rev.  Daniel  Fitz,  Pastor, 

Bro.  Daniel  Cogswell,  Delegate. 

6.  Church  in  Rockport. 

Rev.  W.  Gale,  Pastor, 
Dea.  Thos.  Giles,  Delegate. 

7.  Mt.  Vernon  Church,  Boston. 

Rev.  Edward  N.  Kirk,  Pastor, 
Dea.  Daniel  Safford,  Delegate. 

8.  Salem  Church,  Boston. 

Rev.  Edward  Beecher,  D.D.,  Pastor, 
Dr.  Ephraina  Buck,  Delegate. 

9.  Park  Street  Chirch,  Boston. 

Rev.  A.  L.  Stone,  Pastor, 
Rev.  Louis  D wight,  Delegate. 

10.  Church  in  Middlehoro\ 

Rev.  Israel  W.  Putnam,  Pastor, 
Bro.  Zechariah  Eddj,  Delegate. 

11.  Church  in  Hopkinton. 

Rev.  J.  C.  Webster,  Pastor, 
Bro.  J.  A.  Fitch,  Delegate. 

12.  Church  in  Camhridgeport. 

Rev.  J.  C.  Lovejoj,  Pastor. 

Rev.  Mr.  Emerson  in  the  chair.  Prajer  was  offered  by  Rev.  Mr. 
Putnam.  The  minutes  of  the  last  meeting  of  the  council  were  read 
by  the  Scribe  and  approved. 

Voted,  That  the  Council  be  by  themselves. 

Rev.  Dr.  Beecher,  chairman  of  the  committee  to  prepare  a  Result, 
presented  the  report  of  the  committee. 

Voted,  That  the  report  of  the  committee  be  accepted. 

Moved,  That  the  report  be  adopted  as  the  Result  of  the  Council. 
Carried  with  two  dissenting  votes.* 

Rev.  Dr.  Hitchcock  presented  and  read  a  remonstrance  against 
the  action  of  the  Council. 

Voted,  That  the  committee  to  prepare  a  Result  be  a  committee  to 
communicate  the  action  of  the  Council. 

Minutes  approved.     Voted,  To  dissolve. 

Attest,  A.  L.  Stone,  Scribe. 

*  One  of  these  dissentients  expressed  his  conviction  that  the  Howard  Street  Church 
was  not  dissolved  in  fact,  and  his  acccordance  with  the  main  principles  of  the  report, 
but  for  particular  reasons  he  declined  voting  for  the  result  as  a  whole. 


RESULT. 

The  questions  of  principle  concerning  which  this  council  is  called 
to  advise,  grow  out  of  the  refusal  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  in  Salem 
to  grant  a  letter  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to  one  of  their 
members,  Mr.  Ezekiel  Goss,  to  the  Howard  Street  Church*  on  the 
following  alleged  grounds. 

1.  That  that  church  was  dissolved  by  a  vote  of  a  majority  of  the 
church  in  accordance  with  the  advice  of  a  mutual  council. 

2.  That  the  Essex  South  Conference  had  sustained  the  validity  of 
the  action  of  the  aforesaid  majority. 

3.  That  it  is  not  consistent  with  the  principles  of  order  and  fellow- 
ship in  our  Congregational  churches,  nor  promotive  of  the  best 
interests  of  the  community,  to  recognize  the  claims  of  those  who  now 
assume  to  be  the  original  Howard  Street  Church,  as  valid. f 

It  was  also  made  manifest  to  the  council,  that  these  were  the  only 
grounds  on  which  the  letter  was  refused,  no  other  cause  being 
assigned  in  the  documents  of  the  church. 

It  was  indeed  reported  by  a  committee  of  the  church,  that  they 
had  intimated  to  him  that  his  absence  from  church  meetings,  public 
worship  and  the  sacramental  seasons  of  the  church,  was  irregular 
and  contrary  to  his  covenant,  and  seemed  to  proceed  from  alienation 
of  feeling,  and  that  on  this  ground  it  was  improper  to  grant  his 
request.  I  But  he  was  expressly  told  by  the  pastor  that  the  church 
did  not  adopt  or  sanction  this  report. §  Mr.  Goss  stated  in  a  letter 
to  the  church,  Sept.  14,  1849,  "  I  know  of  no  unkind  feeling  to  any 
member  on  my  part ;  if  there  is  or  has  been,  I  wish  their  forgiveness, 
as  they  would  be  forgiven."  ||  In  Oct.  12,  1849,  he  said  concerning 
his  absence,  in  another  communication  addressed  to  the  church,  "  I 
acted  in  good  faith,  supposing  that  I  was  in  order.  I  was  doing 
as  others  had  done  without  reproach.  The  pastor  knew  of  my  course 
and  my  feeling."  He  then  states  that  if  the  pastor  and  others 
thought  that  he  was  doing  wrong,  they  ought  in  covenant  fidelity  to 
have  admonished  him,  "  but  as  it  is,  I  did  not  know  that  I  was  guilty 
until  I  asked  to  be  dismissed,  and  now  I  cannot  see  it.  I  repeat  that 
if  any  have  been  grieved  with  any  of  my  wrong  doing,  I  humbly 
ask  them  to  forgive,  and  when  I  am  sensible  what  the  wrong  is,  I 
will  endeavor  to  make  all  suitable  reparations." 

This  communication  however  the  pastor  and  church  refused  to 
allow  him  to  read — and  when  he  desired  to  speak  on  what  the  com- 
mittee had   said  to  him,  they  refused  to  hear  him.     The  reason 

*  Appendix  No.  1.  f  No.  2. 

t  No.  3.  §  No.  4.  II  No.  5. 

2 


10 

assigned  for  this  was  that  the  church  had  not  adopted  and  thus 
endorsed  the  statements  of  the  committee,  and  that  the  church  had 
neither  charges  nor  charge  against  him.  It  was  repeatedly  said  to 
him,  "  we  have  nothing  against  you,"*  and  therefore  he  was  not 
allowed  to  speak.  Here  then  a  brother  had  come  before  the  church 
desirous  to  see  his  oiBfence,  if  any  there  were,  desirous  to  confess  and 
make  reparation  when  convinced,  desirous  so  to  explain  his  conduct 
as  to  give  satisfaction,  and  yet  was  not  allowed  to  speak,  on  the  ground 
that  they  had  nothing  against  him.  Is  it  right  now  in  such  a  case  to 
hold  back  grounds  of  grievance,  if  any  there  are,  and  to  refuse  to 
hear  any  explanations  or  receive  any  confessions  or  satisfaction  that 
might  have  been  made,  on  the  oft  repeated  ground  that  they  had 
nothing  agamst  him  ;  and  yet  to  refuse  him  a  letter,  and  then  when  he 
asks  relief  of  an  ecclesiastical  council,  to  throw  in  an  intimation  that 
he  was  under  an  unfinished  course  of  discipline  ?  Or  even  to  inti- 
mate that  they  were  about  to  commence  a  course  ?  But  even  this 
last  intimation  is  rebutted  by  direct  testimony.  For  when  it  was 
suggested  to  the  cl^urch  to  begin  to  deal  with  him,  the  pastor  objected 
and  they  refused  so  to  do.j 

We  therefore  are  satisfied  that  the  brother  was  not  under  a  process 
of  discipline,  but  is  in  good  and  regular  standing.  Moreover,  as 
he  expressed  sorrow  and  asked  forgiveness  if  he  had  grieved  his 
brethren,  disclaimed  all  intention  or  consciousness  of  doing  wrong, 
and  offered  to  do  all  in  his  power  to  make  reparation  when  convinced 
of  wrong,  he  did  all  that  he  could,  and  of  course  all  that  any  one 
could  reasonably  demand,  to  give  satisfaction  to  his  brethren.  If 
then  the  pastor  and  church  refused  to  receive  satisfaction  when  he 
desired  to  give  it,  it  is  no  part  or  province  of  Christian  discipline  to 
reserve  offences  for  future  consideration,  and  to  intimate  to  him  or  to 
the  council,  that  perhaps,  hereafter,  they  may  call  him  to  account. 
To  do  this  is  rather  to  abuse  discipline  as  a  means  of  impeding  him 
in  securing  his  rights,  than  to  follow  the  law  of  Christ,  if  thy  brother 
say  unto  thee  I  repent,  thou  shalt  forgive  him. 

The  council  is  of  the  opinion  that  when  a  member  applies  for  letters 
of  testimonial  and  of  dismission,  and  no  process  of  discipline  is 
pending  against  him,  he  is  entitled  to  receive  them  unless  some 
brother  declares  that  he  is  offended,  and  will  take  immediate  steps  of 
gospel  discipline  in  respect  to  it.  Otherwise  a  member  could  never 
secure  his  rights,  so  long  as  either  the  pastor  or  any  other  brother 
saw  fit  to  say  that  perhaps  hereafter  he  should  commence  discipline. 

As  a  council,  therefore,  we  are  not  called  on  to  interfere  with  an 
unfinished  case  of  discipline.     No  process  of  discipline  had  been 

*  No.  4.  t  No.  6, 


11 

commenced.  On  the  other  hand,  the  brother  is  in  good  and  regular 
standing  in  his  church. 

We  are  therefore  called  to  consider  simply  the  alleged  dissolution 
of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and  the  action  of  the  Essex  South 
Conference  with  respect  to  it,  as  the  reasons  for  denying  to  Mr. 
Goss  a  letter  to  the  Howard  Street  Church. 

It  was  also  made  clear  to  the  council,  that  Mr.  Goss  had  proposed 
to  the  Tabernacle  Church  to  call  a  mutual  council  to  advise  with 
reference  to  the  validity  of  these  reasons,*  and  that  they  had  refused 
to  accept  his  proposal. f  The  reasons  assigned  by  the  church  for 
refusing  to  unite  in  calling  a  mutual  council  are  in  substance,  that 
their  own  action  with  reference  to  Howard  Street  Church,  was  taken 
with  much  carefulness,  and  under  a  constraining  sense  of  duty  to 
vindicate  and  support  the  fundamental  principles  and  accredited 
usages  of  our  Congregational  order,  as  affecting  the  independence  of 
each  church  respectively,  and  the  inalienable  rights  of  majorities  in 
each  church,  and  that  there  is  no  existing  occasion  to  submit  its 
doings  to  the  revision  of  a  council,  neither  is  there  any  such  occasion 
apprehended  in  the  changes  of  the  future. 

We  suppose  that  whenever  an  individual  feels  his  rights  invaded 
by  the  action  of  a  church,  similar  reasons  might  be  assigned  hj  the 
church  for  refusing  to  unite  in  a  mutual  council.  A  church  will  of 
course  be  satisfied  that  they  have  acted  carefully,  and  under  a  sense 
of  duty,  and  it  is  natural  to  feel  that  no  advice  is  needed  or  is  likely 
to  be.  But  suppose  that  the  individual  differs  from  the  church  as  to 
what  are  the  fundamental  principles  and  accredited  usages  of  Con- 
gregationalism, and  believes  them  to  be  violated,  and  not  defended 
by  the  church  ?     Has  he  no  remedy  ? 

If  such  reasons  for  refusing  a  mutual  council  are  valid,  then 
individuals  have  no  possible  mode  left  of  vindicating  their  rights,  and 
nothing  remains  but  universal  and  unconditional  submission  to  what- 
ever the  church  shall  see  fit  to  do.  But  it  was  the  express  design 
of  our  ancestors  in  establishing  ex  parte  councils,  to  avert  such  a 
result,  and  thereby  prevent  our  churches  from  becoming  irremediable 
despotisms.  It  is  therefore  plain  to  the  council  that  a  sufiicient 
ground  for  convening  us  has  been  made  out,  and  that  duty  calls  on 
us  to  consider  the  questions  at  issue,  and  to  give  such  advice  as  has 
been  requested. 

In  entering  upon  the  discharge  of  this  duty,  we  cannot  but  be 
deeply  affected  with  the  importance  of  the  principles  involved.  We 
are  well  assured  that  a  case  similar  to  the  one  in  question  has  rarely, 
if  ever,  occurred  in  the  history  of  our  churches.     The  principles  on 
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which  it  was  attempted  to  dissolve  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and 
by  which  that  act  is  defended,  are  not  only  novel,  but  in  our  judg- 
ment would,  if  carried  out,  effect  an  entire  revolution  in  our  churches 
as  it  regards  the  import  and  sacredness  of  the  covenants  by  which 
they  are  bound  together ;  and  furnish  a  new  instrument  of  destruc- 
tion, to  be  used  in  every  case  of  difficulty  and  division  in  a  church. 
Great,  therefore,  as  is  the  respect  and  affection  with  which  we  regard 
the  brethren  who  have  introduced  and  are  attempting  to  defend  these 
new  doctrines  in  our  churches,  we  feel  constrained  to  do  all  in  our 
power  to  subject  them  to  a  thorough  scrutiny,  and  to  call  on  our 
churches  decidedly  to  reject  them,  as  at  war  with  the  fundamental 
principles  of  our  system,  and  the  obvious  dictates  of  truth  and 
righteousness. 

And  inasmuch  as  the  Tabernacle  Church  has  seen  fit  to  appeal  to 
"  the  fundamental  principles,  and  accredited  usages,"  of  our  churches, 
and  the  Essex  South  Conference  has  intimated  that  "  precedents" 
sustain  their  decision,*  we  shall  commence  our  investigations  by  the 
inquiry,  what  these  "  fundamental  principles  and  accredited  usages," 
and  "  precedents"  are,  in  the  present  case  ? 

It  will,  therefore,  be  seen  at  once,  that  the  present  inquiry  is  not, 
Are  our  Congregational  principles  and  usages  right,  and  can  they  be 
defended  by  an  appeal  to  the  Bible  ?  but.  What  are  they  in  fact  ?  If 
our  brethren  shall  ever  see  fit,  professedly,  to  repudiate  them,  then 
it  will  be  time  to  defend  them.  But,  so  long  as  they  appeal  to  them 
for  support,  it  is  only  necessary  to  inquire  what  they  are. 

It  is  obvious,  also,  that  the  principles,  usages,  and  precedents, 
which  we  are  called  on  especially  to  consider,  are  those  which  re- 
late to  the  covenant,  by  which  believers  in  our  churches  are  bound 
to  God,  and  to  each  other. 

We  proceed  with  the  more  pleasure  to  consider  our  fathers'  views 
of  ihe  church  covenant,  because  it  is  a  point  on  which  the  founders 
of  our  system  were  perfectly  agreed,  and  to  which  they  attached  the 
highest  importance.  With  them  the  covenant  was  not  only  a  funda- 
mental principle  of  the  system,  but,  as  they  held  it,  it  was  the  funda- 
mental principle  of  the  whole  Congregational  fabric.  Davenport,  in 
his  defence  of  Congregationalism  against  Paget,  speaking  of  the 
"  formal  cause"  that  is,  the  organizing  principle  of  the  church,  says, 
"  this  holy  society,  the  Church  of  Christ,  arises  from  the  coadunition 
or  knitting  together  of  many  saints,  into  one  (body),  bt/  a  holy  cove- 
nant, whereby  they,  as  lively  stones,  are  built  up  a  spiritual  house. 
1  Pet.  2  :  4,  5.  Though  a  church  covenant  be  common  to  all 
churches,  in  its  general  nature,  yet  there  is  a  sjjecial  co7nhinatio7i, 
which  gives  a  jjeculiar  heiyig  to  one  Congregational  church  and  its 
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members,  distinct  from  all  others  ;  else  how  could  one  church  have 
that  power  over  its  own  members,  which  another  hath  not  ? 

In  Hooker's  Survey,  Pt.  I.,  chap,  iv.,  the  inquiry  is  raised,  What 
is  that  which  makes  the  church  to  be  that  which  it  is  ?  The  reply 
is,  not  invisible  union  and  communion  with  Christ,  but  "  mutual  cove- 
nanting and  confederating  of  the  saints  in  the  fellowship  of  the  faith, 
according  to  the  order  of  the  gospel,  is  that  which  gives  constitution 
and  being  to  a  visible  church."  Of  this  their  antagonists  were  fully 
aware. 

Rathband  charged  on  the  Congregationalists,  as  an  error,  that 
they  made  "  what  they  call  the  Church  Covenant,  whereby  all  the 
members  of  the  Society  (Church)  are  united  to  Christ,  and  to  one 
another,"  "  absolutely  necessary,  essential,  and  constitutional,  to 
and  of  the  true  Church."  Welde  admits  that  this  is  their  view  of 
"  a  pure  Congregational  Church,  as  it  is  refined  according  to  the 
platform  of  the  Gospel." 

For  this  principle,  as  held  and  applied  by  them,  they  were  attacked 
both  in  England  and  elsewhere,  by  the  opponents  of  Congregational- 
ism. In  1637,  certain  ministers  in  England  undertook  to  call  the 
New  England  brethren  to  account,  for  opinions  and  practices  deemed 
by  them  "  groundless  and  unwarrantable,"  and  forwarded  nine  po- 
sitions of  this  sort  to  them,  on  which  they  demanded  their  judgment. 
Of  these,  the  sixth  stated  what  they  deemed  the  unwarrantable  claim 
that  no  church  member  could  withdraw  from  a  church,  Avithout  leave 
first  obtained  from  the  church.  The  New  England  ministers  admit- 
ted the  principle,  and  defended  it,  on  the  ground  that  the  church 
covenant,  of  necessity,  implied  it.  This  called  out  a  full  statement 
of  their  views  of  the  covenant.*  This,  according  to  them,  consists  in 
four  particulars. 

1.  "  Every  member,  at  his  admission,  doth  openly  profess,  and  so- 
lemnly promise,  that,  by  Christ's  help  assisting,  he  will  not  only,  in 
general,  give  up  himself, — as  to  the  Lord,  to  be  guided  by  him,  so 
to  the  church  according  to  God,  to  be  directed  by  it ;"  but  also,  in 
particular,  that  he  will  perform  all  duties  of  brotherly  love  and  faith- 
fulness to  the  body  ;  as  of  diligent  watchfulness  over  all  his  brethren, 
thereby  to  prevent  sin ;  so  of  faithful  admonition,  after  their  falls,  to 
regain  them  to  the  Lord  from  their  sin." 

2.  "  The  engagements  are  not  made  only  by  the  members  ad- 
mitted into  the  church,  but  by  the  church  back  again  to  the  members. 
So  that,  thereby,  the  whole  church  in  general,  and  every  member  in 
particular,  stand  as  well  in  conscience  bound,  to  perform  all  duties  of 
love  and  watchfulness  to  him,  as  he  doth  to  them." 

3.  "  These  promises,  thus  lawfully  and  mutually  made,  that  mem- 

*  "Written,  in  all  probability,  by  the  celebrated  Jolin  Cotton. 
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bers,  as  also  the  wliole  church,  are  bound,  not  only  every  one  for 
himself  actively  to  perform  them,  but  passively,  also,  to  suffer  his 
brethren  to  do  these  offices  upon  and  towards  himself.  If  he  neglect 
the"  former,  he  shall  falsify  his  covenant,  so  solemnly,  before  God, 
angels  and  men,  made  ;  and  so  not  only  break  his  promise  to  his 
brethren,  contrary  to  Ps.  15  :  4,  but  also,  in  some  sort,  commit  the  sin 
of  Ananias  and  Sapphira,  in  lying  against  the  Hoty  Ghost,  condemned 
and  severely  punished  by  God's  own  hand.  If  he  fail  in  the  latter, 
he  shall  not  only  be  guilty  of  the  same  sin  of  breach  of  covenant 
with  God  and  man,  as  in  the  former,  but  shall  also  be  guilty  of  this 
folly  of  despising  council,  so  much  condemned,  and  shall  also  proclaim 
this  his  folly  and  pride,  by  showing  to  all  the  church  that  he  is  wise 
in  his  own  eyes,  and  leans  to  his  own  wisdom,  both  reproved  in  Prov. 
3  :  7,  and  23  :  4." 

4.  "  From  all  these  things  premised,  it  appears  that  we  can  do  no 
less — and  yet  we  do  no  more  than,  first,  require  a  member,  before 
he  depart,  according  to  our  covenant,  thus  lawfully,  deHberately,  and 
,  mutually  made,  to  express  to  his  brethren  his  desire  of  departing, 
and  the  place  and  society  to  which  he  tends — whether  to  a  godly 
church,  where  he  may  be  edified,  or  to  some  corrupt  assembly,  where 
he  may  be  destroyed  !  and,  secondly,  require  his  grounds  and  reasons 
which  move  him  so  to  do."  All  of  these  particulars  are  sustained  by 
an  appeal  to  the  word  of  God.  Thus  did  New  England,  in  a  clear 
and  eloquent  testimony,  utter  to  Old  England  her  deepest  and  most 
settled  convictions  as  to  the  nature  and  effects  of  a  church  covenant. 
And  it  here  deserves  especial  notice  how  clearly  they  enforce  the 
truth,  the  mutual  covenant  between  member  and  member,  is  not 
separable  from  the  covenant  tvitli  God,  but  is  a  part  of  it ;  so  that, 
to  violate  it,  is  to  lie  to  the  Holy  Ghost,  as  did  Ananias  and  Sapphira. 
In  short,  they  covenant  with  God,  not  only  to  serve  him,  but 
also  to  enter  into  a  church  state  with  each  other,  and  to  fulfil  the 
vows  made  to  each  other,  in  coming  into  that  relation,  so  that  the 
covenant  with  man  cannot  be  broken  without  breaking  the  covenant 
with  God. 

It  was  charged  upon  our  fathers  as  an  offence,  that  they  held  such 
views  of  the  covenant.  In  1644,  Eathband  endeavored  to  set  forth, 
in  an  odious  hght,  the  principles  of  our  New  England  fathers — to 
whom  Welde,  of  Roxbury,  rephed.  And  it  is  very  striking,  that, 
among  other  th'ngs,  Rathband  quotes,  for  this  purpose,  the  covenant 
of  the  Church  in  Salem,  as  follows :  "  We,  whose  names  are  here- 
under written,  members  of  the  present  Church  of  Christ,  at  Salem, 
&c.,  solemnly,  in  the  presence  of  God,  &c.,  renew  this  church  cove- 
nant, which  we  find  this  church  bound  unto  at  their  first  beginning, 
viz.,  we  covenant  with  the  Lord,  and  one  with  another,  and  do  bind 
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ourselves,  in  the  presence  of  God,  to  walk  together  in  all  the  ways 
of  God,  according  as  he  is  pleased  to  reveal  himself  unto  us  in  his 
word ;  and  after  many  specifications,  '  we  promise  to  walk  with  our 
brethren  and  sisters  in  this  congregation  (church) ,  with  all  watchful- 
ness and  tenderriess.'  "  Here  the  covenant  with  man  is  included  in 
the  covenant  with  God, — "  We  covenant  with  God,  arid  with  one 
another,  to  walk  together  in  a  church  state,"  is  its  import.  This 
same  view,  as  will  appear  elsewhere,  is  found  in  Cotton  Mather's 
Batio,  in  1776,  and  was  then  the  common  form  of  the  churches. 
We  shall  also  show,  in  another  place,  that  it  is  incorporated  at  this 
very  day  in  the  cov^enantof  the  Tabernacle  Church  in  Salem.  More- 
over, this  view  their  assailants  charged  on  them  as  an  error.  Rath- 
band  says,  that  in  their  definition  of  a  covenant,  it  is  included,  "  that 
they  bind  themselves  to  the  Lord,  to  walk  in  all  such  ways  of  holy 
worship  to  him,  and  of  edification,  one  towards  another,  as  God  him- 
self hath  required  of  every  church,  and  the  members  thereof." — 
Apol.  p.  5  ;  Discov.  of  Cov.  p.  3.     This  Welde  concedes. 

Such  were  the  views  of  our  fathers  on  this  most  momentous  theme. 
Nor  were  they  heedlessly  formed  ;  for  holding  them  they  were  sub- 
jected to  severe  and  long-continued  attacks,  and  deep  study  and 
earnest  prayer  was  needed  to  sustain  and  vindicate  their  truth. 
Burton,  in  his  defence  of  Congregationalism,  against  Bastwick,  1645, 
says  :  "  Now  the  very  name  of  covenant  is  become  a  bugbear  to 
many,"  and  again,  "  You  tell  us  that  our  gathering  of  churches  hath 
no  example  in  Scripture."  Bathband  says,  that  "  the  Apostles  went 
a  shorter  way  to  work — because  the  Holy  Ghost  had  given  them  no 
such  direction,  nor  was  this  matter  of  a  church  constitution  (by  a 
covenant)  then  hatcht." 

In  Hooker's  Survey,  the  whole  of  the  7th  chapter  of  Part  I.  is 
devoted  to  answering  the  arguments  against  their  views  of  the  church 
covenant,  alleged  by  Butherford  and  various  others. 

Finally,  the  same  doctrine  is  embodied  in  the  Cambridge  Platform, 
ch.  4  :  sec.  1,  2,  3,  where  the  following  words  are  worthy  of  particular 
notice.  After  stating  that  particular  churches  can  be  known  only  by 
their  forms,  they  say,  "  This  form  is  the  visible  covenant,  agreement, 
or  consent,  whereby  they  give  up  themselves  unto  the  Lord,  to  the 
observing  of  the  ordinances  of  Christ,  together  in  the  same  Society, 
which  is  usually  called  the  Church  Covenant.  For  we  see  not 
otherwise  how  members  can  have  church  power  over  one  another 
mutually."  Here  we  see  that  coming  into  a  church  state  is  an  es- 
sential part  of  the  obligation  assumed  in  giving  themselves  up  to  God, 
so  that  the  covenant  with  him  is  a  covenant  to  enter  into,  and  to  re- 
main in,  a  visible  particular  church,  by  a  covenant  with  them. 

Such,  then,  were  the  views  of  the  fathers  of  our  system,  who  bore 
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the  burden  and  heat  of  the  day  in  laying  those  deep  foundations  on 
which  our  churches  have  for  centuries  reposed.  Churches  were  with 
them  no  mere  voluntary  associations  for  mutual  religious  improvement, 
wJiich  those  who  formed  might  dissolve  at  pleasure,  and  replace  by 
what  they  deemed  better,  or  by  none  at  all,  as  they  saw  fit.  Though 
no  man  could  enter  the  church  except  by  his  own  free  will,  yet  the 
church  itself  was  an  ordinance  of  God,  and  it  was  his  revealed  Avill 
that  every  man  who  had  repented  and  believed  in  Christ,  (and  it  was 
every  man's  duty  to  do  this)  should  enter  by  mutual  covenant  with 
some  particular  church  into  church  estate.  Of  course  when  they 
covenanted  with  God  to  do  all  his  known  will,  whether  it  was  expressly 
stated  or  not,  they  covenanted  to  come  into  church  estate  with  their 
brethren,  and  to  remain  in  it.  But  that  so  important  a  duty  might 
not  be  left  to  mere  inference,  they  expressly  incorporated  it  into  their 
covenants  with  God. 

Moreover  they  held  definitely  and  decidedly  that  if  not  in  covenant 
with  some  particular  local  church,  no  one  had  a  right  to  claim  any 
interest,  or  to  challenge  any  privilege  in  any  other  local  church. 
Hence  Hooker,  in  his  Survey,  expressly  says,  "  In  the  house  of  God 
we  must  become  covenanting  servants  if  Ave  have  any  interest  there, 
or  think  to  challenge  any  privilege  there."  In  other  places,  he  and 
others  defend  this  principle  at  great  length,  as  will  hereafter  appear. 

We  are  thus  full  in  this  investigation  because  of  the  confident 
appeal  of  our  brethren  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  to  "  the  fundamen- 
tal principles  and  accredited  usages  of  our  churches."  We  now  see 
clearly  what  they  are. 

We  moreover  give  prominence  to  this  part  of  the  subject,  because 
those  who  defend  the  power  of  a  majority  to  dissolve  the.  Howard 
Street  Church,  have  found  it  necessary  explicitly  to  deny,  and  argue 
against  these  very  foundation  principles  of  the  Congregational  system 
— so  that  a  more  fundamental  issue  cannot  be  raised.  If  they  are 
right,  all  of  our  fathers  Avere  wrong — Mather,  and  Cotton,  and  Hooker, 
and  Davenport,  and  Welde,  and  the  framers  of  the  Cambridge  Plat- 
form, and  the  New  England  ministers  who  defended  our  polity 
against  assailants  in  old  England,  and  the  ancient  church  of  Salem, 
and  all  our  ancient  churches,  and  even  the  fathers  of  the  Tabernacle 
Church  in  Salem, — these  are  all  of  them  wrong,  and  the  antagonists 
of  Congre^gationalism  are  right.  All  this  may  be,  and  if  it  is  so,  then 
let  our  foundation  principles  be  overthrown,  and  a  new  system  be  built 
upon  better.  But  let  not  such  a  work  be  called  a  defence  of  our 
"  fundamental  principles  and  accredited  usages,"  but  a  work  of 
radical  reform,  and  its  authors  radical  reformers. 

Again,  we  give  prominence  to  these  principles  because  the  whole 
issue  depends  on  them.  Here  is  the  great  hinge  on  which  the  whole 
discussion  turns,  and  we  cannot  place  it  in  a  light  too  clear  and  vivid. 
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And  now  we  remark  that  of  this  kind  was  the  covenant  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church,  onlj  as  it  might  seem  with  a  providential 
foresight  of  such  a  crisis  as  the  present,  they  were  guided  to  insert 
stipulations  rising  in  intensity  above  all  that  is  found  elsewise. 
After  the  usual  covenant  with  God  and  the  church  they  bind  the 
vows  already  assumed  by  assehting  to  the  following  affecting  pledge. 

"  In  reliance  on  that  grace  which  is  able  to  keep  you  from  falling, 
you  receive  the  covenant  promises,  and  a  covenant  God  as  yours 
forever,  and  set  your  seal  to  a  full  determination  that  in  life  and  in 
death  you  will  be  faithful  to  this  covenant.  This  people  is  your 
people,  and  this  God  is  your  God.  Thus  you  promise  and  declare." 
Then  the  reciprocal  vows  of  the  church  are  assumed,  and  a  title 
to  all  the  privileges  of  the  church  estate  is  solemnly  given,  before 
God,  angels  and  men.  As  to  the  nature  and  import  of  the  covenant 
of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  there  can,  then,  be  no  shadow  of  a  doubt. 

We  next  proceed  to  consider  the  principles  and  usages  of  our 
system,  as  to  a  transfer  of  covenant  relations  from  one  particular 
church  to  another.  And  here  the  case  is  no  less  clear.  It  of 
necessity  flows  from  the  preceding  views  of  the  covenant,  and  is  in 
universal  accordance  with  the  fundamental  principles  and  accredited 
usages  of  our  system,  that  the  only  ways  to  cease  to  be  a  member  of 
any  particular  church  are  these : 

1.  By  a  letter  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to  another  church, 
given  on  this  condition. — that  not  until  the  person  recommended  is 
received  by  such  church  shall  his  existing  membership  cease. 

2.  By  the  act  of  God,  calling  the  person  home  by  death. 

3.  By  excommunication,  for  offences,  properly  charged  and  proved. 
The  Cambridge  Platform  is  full  and  decided  to  this  effect.     "  Order 

requires  that  a  member  removing  have  letters  testimonial  and  of 
dismission  from  the  church  whereof  he  yet  is,  unto  the  church  where- 
unto  he  desireth  to  be  joined.  Until  the  person  dismissed  be  received 
into  another  church,  he  ceaseth  not,  by  his  letters  of  dismission,  to  be 
a  member  of  the  church  whereof  he  was.     The  church  cani^ot 

MAKE  A  MEMBER  NO  MEMBER,  BUT  BY  EXCOMMUNICATION." 

These  then  are  the  only  modes  of  leaving  the  church ;  and  till  it  Is 
thus  left,  all  who  are  "in  it  are  bound  not  only  to  God  to  remain  in 
covenant  with  each  other,  but  also  to  each  other,  by  the  mutual  vows 
which  they  have  assumed.  Each  individual  has  covenanted  with  God, 
and  with  each  in  the  church,  to  watch  over  them  and  seek  their  good 
according  to  his  ability.  Out  of  this  covenant  grows  the  right  and 
duty  of  mutual  exhortation,  and,  if  need  be,  of  reproof  and  discipline. 
To  be  in  such  a  covenant  our  fathers  justly  regarded  as  one  of  the 
highest  privileges  that  can  be  enjoyed  on  earth  ;  to  be  the  subject  of 
such  watchful  care,  is  one  of  the  highest  necessities  of  a  Christian  in 
this  world  of  trial  and  temptation. 
3 
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"What,  then,  are  we  to  understand  by  the  alleged  dissolution  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church  ?  Is  it  that'  all  of  the  members,  by  advice 
of  council  sought  and  received  letters  to  other  churches,  and  were  by 
them  received,  and  thus  the  Howard  Street  Church  ceased  to  exist  ? 
Had  this  been  done,  no  covenant  obligations  had  been  violated,  no 
principles  of  Congregationalism  had  been  contravened.  But  this  is 
not  what  the  council  recommended.  This  is  not  what  the  church 
did.  The  reason  is  plain.  All  of  the  members  did  not  desire  to  do 
it.  The  Howard  Street  Church  were  not  so  reduced  in  numbers  and 
resources,  nor  were  they  so  deficient  in  piety,  that  they  could  not 
sustain  the  preaching  of  the  gospel,  and  the  ordinances  of  the  church. 
Nor  was  it  true  that  the  public  good  did  not  require  a  church 
where  the  Howard  Street  Church  stood.  All  this  the  council  which 
advised  the  dissolution  expressly  state.  The  thing  which  the  council 
deemed  expedient,  was  in  some  way  to  get  rid  of  this  church,  as  it 
was  then  organized,  in  order  that  a  new  one  might  be  organized  in  its 
place,  in  which  a  portion  of  the  materials  should  be  better,  and  the 
whole  church  be  better  put  together.  This  the  council  expressly 
avow.*  They  tell  us  in  the  first  place,  "  It  appears  that  the  pastor's 
request  for  a  dismission '  arises  from  embarrassments  which  have 
rendered,  in  a  great  degree,  abortive  his  earnest  and  self-denying 
efforts  for  a  course  of  years,  and  which  embarrassments  have  now 
come  to  a  crisis,  so  that  we  can  do  no  less  than  accede  to  his  request, 
and  we  hereby  declare  Ms  pastoral  relation  dissolved.''^ 

What  they  meant  by  the  embarrassments  here  spoken  of  will 
appear  from  the  following  paragraph  in  their  Result. 

"  We  deem  it  to  be  our  duty  in  concluding  this  Result,  to  call  upon 
some  of  the  individuals  of  the  church  to  reconsider  the  manner  in 
which  they  have  treated  their  pastor,  during  the  existence  of  the 
difiiculties  which  have  given  occasion  to  the  calling  of  this  council. 
Saying  nothing  of  those  who  have  been  in  fault  in  other  matters, 
there  has  been  a  disposition  on  the  part  of  these,  to  push  some 
favorite  points  to  extremes  ; — a  want  of  charitable  construction  of 
the  pastor's  motives  and  conduct  in  relation  to  points  on  which  there 
existed  a  difference  of  o23inion  between  him  and  them ;  and  a  defi- 
ciency of  that  kindness  and  courtesy  which  he  had  a  right  to  claim 
as  a  Christian  minister,  and  particularly  as  their  pastor." 

That  they  contemplated  the  removal  of  these  individuals  in  some 
way  into  some  other  organization,  is  obvious  from  the  closing  advice 
of  the  Result. 

"  The  council  hope  that  they  will  see  their  error,  and  that  in  what- 
ever future  ecclesiastical  connection  they  may  be  placed,  they  will 

*  No.  10. 
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seek  to  be  possessed  of  a  spirit  of  wisdom,  and  of  a  sound  mind,  and 
will  remember,  that  cltarity,  kindness,  oxi^  forbearance  are  as  import- 
ant parts  of  Christian  character,  as  zeal  in  suppressing  the  errors 
and  vices  of  society.  u  persons  Cooke,  Moderator. 

"  E.  A.  Lawrence,  Scribe.''^ 

We  are  now  prepared  fully  to  understand  the  advice  given  by  the 
Council  to  the  church. 

"  And  since  the  embarrassments  which  have  so  far  frustrated  his 
ministry  still  exist,  without  prospect  of  change,  while  the  church 
retains  its  present  organization,  we  would  suggest  the  inquiry  whether 
the  best  good  of  all  concerned  would  not  be  consulted  by  a  dissolu- 
tion of  that  organization,  and  the  members  connect  themselves  with 
other  churches  in  this  city.  A  step  so  uncommon,  we  think,  is  made 
expedient  by  reasons  as  peculiar.  It  is  not  that  we  think  that  there 
is  not  ability  and  piety  enough  to  sustain  the  enterprise  in  favoring 
circumstances.  There  are  materials  of  great  value  in  this  church, 
but  they  stand  in  such  relations  as  to  hinder  their  efforts  for  good. 
Nor  is  it  true  that  our  denomination  in  this  city  have  churches 
enough  without  this.  The  prospect  rather  appears  to  be,  that  if  this 
is  dissolved,  a  new  one  will  soon  take  its  place.  We  would,  there- 
fore, advise  that  the  present  organization,  if  it  sees  fit,  vote  a  disso- 
lution, and  if  the  proprietors  of  the  meeting-house  see  fit  to  close  it 
awhile  and  wait  for  the  movements  of  Providence,  we  feel  persuaded 
that  the  time  will  soon  come  when  the  way  will  be  made  to  open  it 
under  better  auspices.  A  new  organization  formed  for  the  purpose, 
would  of  course  stand  clear  of  most  of  the  embarrassments  of  the 
present." 

If  all  of  the  members  of  the  church  had  been  willing  to  ask  for 
letters  of  dismission  to  other  churches,  there  would  have  been  no  need 
of  voting  a  dissolution  of  its  present  organization.  It  would  not 
have  been  dissolved.  It  would  simply  have  ceased  to  exist  in  a  mode 
authorized  by  our  system,  and  perfectly  consistent  with  the  vows  of 
the  covenant,  and  then,  if  it  had  been  deemed  expedient,  a  new  church 
could  have  been  formed.  But  it  was  perfectly  well  known  that  there 
was  a  large  portion  of  the  church  who  had  no  desire  to  be  dismissed 
to  other  churches,  and  who  would  not  ask  for  letters.  Moreover 
those  individuals  who  were  deemed  an  embarrassment,  we  may  well 
suppose,  were  the  ones  least  likely  of  all  to  ask  for  letters.  The 
desired  new  organization  then  could  not  be  formed  in  accordance  with 
the  usual  and  well-known  principles  of  our  ecclesiastical  platform. 
It  became  necessary  therefore  to  devise  for  the  occasion  a  novel  and 
extraordinary  mode. 

The  step,  the  council  admit,  was  very  uncommon.     "  A  step  so 
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uncommon  is,  we  think,  made  expedient  by  reasons  as  peculiar." 
The  pecuharity  of  this  extraordinary  mode  was,  that  by  it  the  organ- 
ization could  be  dissolved  against  the  will  of  such  as  would  not  ask 
for,  or  take,  such  letters  to  other  churches.  Hence  proceeded  the 
theory  of  the  power  of  a  mere  majority,  by  a  simple  vote,  at  once  and 
utterly  to  dissolve  the  existing  organization.  Notice  now  the  conse- 
quences that  it  draws  after  itself.  To  make  this  plan  effectual,  it  is 
indispensably  necessary  to  insist  that  the  dissolution  of  the  Church 
shall  not  be  conditioned  upon  the  previous  reception  of  its  members 
into  other  churches  ;  for  then,  as  before,  the  unwilling  ones  would 
prevent  the  dissolution,  for  they  would  neither  take  letters  to  other 
churches,  nor  ask  to  be  received.  The  dissolution  of  the  Church, 
therefore,  must  be  absolute  and  unconditional,  or  the  plan  will  not 
gain  its  end.  In  no  other  way  can  the  old  organization  be  dissolved, 
and  a  new  organization,  formed  for  tlie  ^yurpose  and  clear  of  existing 
embarrassments^  take  its  place.  This  new  theory,  it  must  be  con- 
fessed, was  skilfully  framed  for  the  occasion,  and  exactly  adapted  to 
gain  the  end  in  view ;  and  its  advocates  avow  their  principles,  and 
take  their  consequences,  with  unflinching  and  commendable  consist- 
ency. Let  us  look  at  its  application.  We  have  considered  the 
covenant,  by  which  the  members  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  were 
solemnly  bound  to  God,  and  through  God  to  each  other,  and  the  re- 
ciprocal rights  and  duties  growing  out  of  that  covenant. 

And  now  the  new  doctrine,  concerning  which  our  advice  is  asked, 
is  this,  that  a  simple  majority  of  so  many  of  the  brethren  of  the 
church  as  happened  to  be  present  at  any  legal  meeting  of  the  church, 
had  the  power  totally  to  dissolve  and  abrogate  this  covenant,  so  that 
all  the  members  of  the  church,  brethren  or  sisters,  present  or  absent, 
willing  or  unwilling,  and  by  whatever  ties  of  affection  united,  or  how- 
ever strong  their  desire  to  walk  together,  as  a  church,  in  the  ordi- 
nances of  the  gospel,  though  but  a  moment  before  in  covenant,  and 
members  of  the  same  church,  are,  after  the  vote,  no  longer  in  cove- 
nant, and  are  members  of  no  local  church,  and  of  course  are  under 
the  covenanted  Christian  watch  and  care  of  no  human  being  on  earth. 

No  sooner  have  seventeen  men  adopted  this  simple  sentence, 
"  Voted,  that  this  organization  is  hereby  dissolved,"  than  the  work 
is  done.  The  church  is  dead.  Its  bonds  are  dissolved,  and  its 
members  scattered.  A  new  organization  may,  indeed,  be  formed  in 
its  place,  but  no  human  power  can  restore  life  to,  the  dead.  Our 
fathers  expressed  the  full  conviction  of  all  our  churches,  when  they 
said,  in  the  Cambridge  Platform,  that  the  whole  church  cannot  make 
even  one  member  no  member,  except  by  excommunication,  and  ex- 
communication cannot  be  inflicted  except  for  crime,  and  after  a  fair 
trial. 
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But  this  new  doctrine  teaches  us  that  a  mere  majority  of  the 
brethren,  at  a  given  meeting  of  the  church,  although  a  minority 
of  all  the  brethren  of  the  church,  and  a  very  small  minority  of  all 
the  members,  can,  by  a  single  vote,  make  every  member  no  member 
of  that  or  any  other  church. 

We  do  not  doubt  that  those  who  are  ignorant  of  the  facts  of  this 
case,  will  read  this  statement  with  inexpressible  surprise,  and  perhaps 
with  no  small  degree  of  incredulity.  It  will  seem  to  them  impossible 
that  intelligent  Christian  men,  much  more,  leading  and  influential 
ministers  in  our  churches,  could,  by  any  course  of  influences,  be  led 
to  assume  such  a  position.  Yet  we  have  simply  stated  what  an  acci- 
dental majority  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  profess  to  have  done, 
what  leading  ministers  claim  that  they  had  a  right  to  do  ;  and  still 
more  wonderful,  the  right  to  do  Avhich  they  still  contend  for,  as  es- 
sential to  the  independence  and  inalienable  rights  of  our  churches  ! 
The  simple  and  undeniable  facts  of  the  case  are  these.  The  Howard 
Street  Church,  at  the  time  when  the  council  advised  their  dissolution, 
consisted  of  170  members,  60  of  whom  were  males.  At  the  time  of 
the  disbanding  vote,  most,  if  not  all  of  these  were  still  members  of 
the  Church,  for,  although  some  had  taken  letters  to  other  churches, 
they  had  not  been  received.  This  Church,  on  the  evening  of  May 
4,  1847,  by  a  vote  of  17  males,  was  declared  to  be  dissolved,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  advice  of  a  mutual  council.* 

The  form  of  the  vote  was  this  :  "  Voted,  to  adopt  the  remainder 
of  the  Result  of  Council,  and  by  and  with  their  advice,  this  organiza- 
tion is  hereby  dissolved,  and  that  Deacons  Smith,  Foster,  and  Driver, 
be  a  committee  to  grant  letters  of  dismissions  and  recommendations, 
under  date  of  May  4,  '47,  to  all  the  remaining  members  of  the 
Church,  to  any  Orthodox  Congregational  Church  they  may  direct." 
Yeas  17,  nays  10. 

From  and  after  this  vote,  it  is  insisted  that  Howard  Street  Church 
ceased  to  exist,  and  that  those  once  members  of  it,  ceased  at  that 
moment  to  be  members  of  any  local  church  whatever.  It  follows,  of 
course,  that  nobody  had  the  right,  by  covenant  vows,  to  watch  over 
any  one  ;  and  as  for  admonition,  exhortation,  and  discipline,  the 
entire  ground  on  which  the  right  and  duty  of  exercising  them  once 
rested,  had  fallen  away.  True,  indeed,  a  committee  was  appointed 
in  the  vote  to  give  letters  of  dismission  and  recommendation,  to  other 
churches,  to  all  who  should  ask  for  them,  to  be  dated  on  the  night 
of  the  alleged  dissolution  of  the  Church.  But,  according  to  the  new 
theory,  they  ceased  to  be  members  of  the  Howard  Street  Church, 
even  before  they  had  asked,  or  could  ask,  for  a  dismission  from  it : 
for,  before  the  committee  could  meet,  the  Church  itself  had  ceased 
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to  exist.  The  very  vote  by  which  they  were  appointed  dissolved  the 
church.  Much  more  had  they  ceased  to  be  members  of  the  Howard 
Street  Church,  according  to  this  new  doctrine,  before  they  were,  or 
could  be,  members  of  any  other  church. 

Yet  it  is  affecting  to  see  how  the  memory  of  the  good  old  ways  of 
our  fathers  lingered  about  them,  and,  in  spite  of  inconsistency,  modi- 
fied their  speech.  No  one  was  asking  for  a  dismission.  The  vote 
before  the  Church  was  not  to  dismiss  such  as  desired  it,  but  to  dis- 
band all,  whether  they  desired  it  or  not,  and  this  is  what  was,  in  fact, 
done  on  the  new  theory.  And  yet  the  committee  appointed  by  this 
suicidal  vote,  is  directed  to  give  letters  of  dismission  to  all  the  re- 
maining members  of  the  Church ;  just  as  if,  after  a  church  was  dis- 
banded, there  were  any  remaining  members — just  as  if  it  were 
possible  to  dismiss  any  one  from  a  non-existing  church.  But  this 
amiable  inconsistency  shows  how  hard  it  was  to  forget  the  good  old 
ways  of  our  fathers.  Letters  of  dismission  used  to  be  necessary  be- 
fore these  new  doctrines.  But  how  would  such  letters,  in  this  case, 
appear  ?  "  When  received  by  you,  their  connection  with  us  will  be 
dissolved."  But  the  committee  themselves  belong  to  no  church,  and 
have  no  connection  either  with  each  other,  or  with  those  whom  they 
profess  to  dismiss.  By  one  potent  vote,  of  seventeen  men,  all  bonds 
have  been  sundered,  all  ties  cut,  and  every  individual  who  was  once 
a  member  of  the  church,  floats  as  a  solitary  atom  on  the  surface  of 
the  ocean  of  this  cold  world.  The  committee  may  indeed  testify  that 
they  were  once  church  members,  in  good  standing.  Other  churches 
may  kindly  pick  them  up,  and  take  them  in,  if  they  see  fit ;  but  the 
idea  of  receiving  them  by  dismission  from  a  non-existing  Church,  and 
from  which  they  never  asked  a  dismission,  is  too  absurd  to  be  thought 
of  for  a  moment. 

Indeed,  the  committee,  or  some  of  them,  seem  afterwards  to  have 
become  aware  of  the  inconsistency  of  their  position  and  duties,  for 
to  this  day  all  of  them  have  never  met  or  acted  together.  Some 
have  received  letters  from  one  of  the  committee,  in  virtue  of  which, 
other  churches  have  admitted  them  to  their  communion.  Others, 
who  maintain  the  validity  of  the  dissolving  act,  remain  to  this  day  in 
connection  with  no  church  at  all. 

Such  is  a  compendious  view  of  the  facts  and  principles  with 
reference  to  which  we  are  requested  to  advise.  In  ordinary  circum- 
stances we  should  have  supposed  it  sufficient  merely  to  state  the  facts. 
Aside  from  the  influence  of  local  excitements,  particular  ends,  and 
personal  committals,  and  on  the  broad  ground  of  Congregational 
principles,  it  does  not  seem  to  us  that  there  is  room  for  a  moment's 
doubt.  And  we  cannot  refrain  from  expressing  both  sorrow  and 
wonder  that  it  has  become  necessary  seriously  to  argue  a  question 
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like  this.  But  local  causes  have  given  it  importance.  New  princi- 
ples have  been  introduced.  With  sorrow  we  say  it,  a  council  led  the 
way.  Men  of  talents  and  influence  are  committed  in  their  defence, 
and  even  a  conference  has  sustained  them  by  its  authority ;  although 
we  are  happy  to  say  that  at  a  subsequent  meeting  a  majority  would 
have  voted  to  reconsider  their  decision,  had  not  the  vote  of  the 
moderator  produced  a  tie  and  thus  prevented  it.  Such  facts  as  these 
create  an  emergency.  We  feel  called  on,  therefore,  as  we  value  the 
very  life  of  our  system  and  of  the  principles  of  our  fathers,  to  give  a 
careful  and  thorough  consideration  to  these  new  doctrines. 

In  our  judgment,  therefore,  these  principles  are  utterly  and  funda- 
mentally erroneous,  and  the  proceedings  in  the  alleged  dissolution 
of  Howard  Street  Church  are  utterly  invalid,  for  the  following 
reasons : 

1.  They  are  in  direct  violation  of  the  most  obvious  and  best 
established  principles  and  usages  of  the  Congregational  system. 

2.  Independently  of  their  relations  to  the  covenant  with  God,  they 
are  in  violation  of  the  obvious  principles  of  natural  right. 

3.  But  especially  are  these  proceedings  inconsistent  with  the  obvi- 
ous and  well  established  import  of  the  covenant  with  God. 

4.  The  principles  and  precedents  thus  introduced  are  most  danger- 
ous in  their  practical  tendencies,  furnishing  an  instrument  of  de- 
struction to  be  used  in  every  case  of  difficulty  and  division  in  our 
churches. 

5.  The  defence  of  them  has  obliged  their  advocates  to  adopt 
principles  hitherto  unknown  to  our  churches  and  subversive  of  our 
whole  system. 

6.  The  main  argument  by  which  the  proceedings  in  question  are 
commonly  defended,  an  appeal  to  the  rights  of  majorities,  is  entirely 
devoid  of  force. 

7.  The  dissolving  act  was  improperly  recommended  to  the  church 
by  the  council  which  advised  it ;  the  church  not  having  voted  to 
submit  any  such  question  to  them  for  advice. 

8.  Even  if  on  general  principles  a  majority  had  power  to  disband 
a  church  against  the  will  of  a  minority,  yet  in  the  present  case  the 
church  had  established  by  special  legislation  a  rule  as  to  the  mode  of 
calling  meetings,  and  the  limitation  of  the  powers  of  majorities,  which 
clearly  proves  these  transactions  to  be  invalid. 

1.  From  our  previous  investigations  it  is  plain  that  if  any  principles 
of  the  Congregational  system  are  obvious,  undeniable  and  fundamental, 
they  are  these.  1st.  That  it  is  the  duty  of  all  regenerated  individuals 
to  enter  into  church  estate  in  particular  local  churches  whenever  God 
in  his  providence  renders  it  possible.  "  All  believers  ought,  as  God 
giveth  them  opportunity  thereunto,  to  endeavor  to  join  themselves 
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unto  a  particular  cliurch,  and  that  in  respect  of  the  honor  of  Jesus 
Christ,  in  his  example  and  institution,  by  the  professed  acknowledg- 
ment of,  and  subjection  unto  the  order  and  ordinances  of  the  gospel ; 
as  also  in  respect  of  their  good  of  communion,  founded  upon  their 
visible  union,  and  contained  in  the  promises  of  Christ's  special 
presence  in  the  church  ;  whence  they  have  fellowship  with  him,  and 
in  him  one  with  another  ;  also,  for  the  keeping  of  them  in  the  way  of 
God's  commandments,  and  recovering  of  them  in  case  of  wandering, 
which  all  Christ's  sheep  are  subject  to  in  this  life,  being  unable  to 
return  themselves  ;  together  with  the  benefit  of  their  mutual  edifica- 
tion, and  of  their  posterity,  that  they  may  not  be  cut  off  from  the 
privileges  of  the  covenant.  Otherwise,  if  a  believer  offends,  he 
remains  destitute  of  the  remedy  provided  in  that  behalf.  And  should 
all  believers  neglect  this  duty  of  joining  to  all  particular  congrega- 
tions, it  might  follow  thereupon,  that  Christ  should  have  no  visible 
political  churches  upon  earth." — Platform,  chapter  4,  section  6. 
2d.  That  this  is  effected  by  means  of  a  mutual  covenant  with  each 
other,  which  is  enforced  by  the  covenant  with  God,  and  that  the 
organization  of  a  church  cannot  be  effected  in  any  other  way.  Plat- 
form, ch.  4,  sec.  1-3.  3d.  When  an  individual  has  come  into  such  a 
covenant  with  a  local  church,  he  cannot  be  thrown  out  of  it  by  the 
church,  except  for  crime,  but  must  remain  in  covenant  with  that  local 
church  till  received  by  another.  Of  all  these  positions  we  have 
already  given  abundant  proof. 

Such,  then,  are  the  obvious  and  well-knoAvn  principles  of  our  system. 
And  now  what  can  be  a  more  direct  and  absolute  violation  of  these 
principles  in  every  respect,  than  by  a  single  vote  of  a  majority  to 
dissolve  this  covenant,  and  to  throw  every  member  of  a  whole  church 
into  the  world,  with  none  who  has  a  covenant  right  to  watch  over., 
admonish,  exhort,  or  reprove  them  ? 

What  if  they  can,  perhaps,  join  other  churches  ?  They  have  no 
covenant  right  to  enter  another  church,  or  to  enjoy  its  ordinances. 
They  have  lost  the  title  to  church  privileges  with  which  they  were 
invested.  If  perchance  they  enjoy  them,  it  is  a  matter  of  mere 
grace  on  the  part  of  other  churches,  and,  as  w^e  shall  soon  show,  is 
contrary  to  Congregational  order.  Moreover  there  is  none  to  call 
them  to  account  if  they  do  not  seek  to  join  other  churches,  or  if  they 
fall  into  error  or  sin.  They  have  therefore  entirely  lost  what  the 
Platform  specifies  as  one  of  the  most  important  ends  of  church 
fellowship, "  the  keeping  of  them  in  the  way  of  God's  commandments, 
and  recovering  of  them  in  case  of  wandering,  (which  all  Christ's 
slieep  are  subject  to  in  this  life,)  being  unable  to  return  of  themselves. 
Otherwise,  if  a  believer  offends,  he  remains  destitute  of  the  remedy 
provided  in  that  behalf." 

2.  But  in  the  second  place,  thus  to  dissolve  a  church  by  the  vote  of 
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a  majority  is  an  entire  violation  of  the  laws  of  natural  right,  even  if 
no  covenant  with  God  were  involved. 

When  two  or  more  individuals  enter  into  a  covenant  with  each 
other,  even  in  worldly  things,  mutual  and  reciprocal  rights  are 
created,  so  that  one  or  more  individuals  cannot  absolve  themselves 
from  their  obhgations  to  the  others,  without  their  consent.  A  majori- 
ty of  a  copartnership  cannot  rescind  their  copartnership  agreement, 
or  put  an  end  to  it  before  the  stipulated  time,  without  being  chargeable 
with  breach  of  covenant,  and  exposing  themselves  to  the  payment  of 
damages.  Hence  when  a  man  has  sworn,  even  to  his  own  injury, 
inspiration  tells  us  that  if  he  is  an  upright  man,  "  he  changeth  not." 

Is  this  true  in  the  affairs  of  this  world  ?  Do  even  the  men  of  this 
world  avow  this  principle  ?  And  shall  we  introduce  and  advocate  a 
low'er  standard  of  morahty  in  the  church  of  God,  which  ought  to  be 
the  salt  of  the  earth,  the  light  of  the  world  ?  Think  for  a  moment 
of  the  facts  of  the  case.  By  solemn  mutual  covenant  they  had  been 
received  into  the  church,  and  declared  entitled  to  all  its  privileges. 
They  had  been  welcomed  to  the  fellowship  of  the  blessings  of  the 
gospel.  A  fraternal  watch  over  them  had  been  pledged,  and  a 
mutual  pledge  had  been  received.  What  right  then  has  one  part  of 
the  church,  without  the  consent  of  the  rest,  to  absolve  themselves 
from  obligations  thus  solemnly  assumed  ?  Much  more,  what  right 
have  they  to  arrogate  the  power  of  absolving  others  besides  themselves 
from  their  mutual  vows  ?  One  of  the  highest  charges  against  the 
papal  usurper  has  been  that  he  has  assumed  such  power.  What 
right  have  they  to  declare  that  even  those  who  desire  to  remain 
united  in  covenant  promises  cannot  ?  What  worse  did  the  man  of 
sin  when  he  assumed  the  power  to  change  the  immutable  laws  of 
right  ?  It  seems  to  us  that  a  more  direct  and  palpable  violation  of 
the  laws  of  equity  cannot  be  conceived. 

Civilians  tell  us  that  it  is  a  principle  which  pervades  all  free  gov- 
ernments that  "  a  moral  power  equal  to  and  of  the  same  nature  with 
that  which  made,  alone  can  destroy."*  But  a  Congregational  church 
comes  into  existence  by  the  personal  covenant  of  every  individual 
member  composing  it,  with  every  other.  How  then  can  it  be  broken 
up  and  destroyed  without  the  personal  'assent  of  all  the  covenantors  ? 
What  other  moral  power  is  equal  to  this,  and  of  the  same  nature  ? 
Certainly  not  the  vote  of  a  mere  majority.  It  exists  by  the  personal 
covenant  of  each  with  each,  it  can  cease  to  exist  only  when  each 
releases  each  from  that  covenant. 

Moreover,  jurists  inform  us  that  in  a  covenant  three  things  are 
involved  :  first,  the  agreement ;  second,  the  consideration ;  third,  the 
things  to  be  done  or  omitted.     But  it  is  self-evident  that  to  take  away 

*  Story  and  Rawle  on  the  Constitution. 
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the  consideration  in  view  of  which  the  covenant  was  made,  is  a  pal- 
pable act  of  injustice.  But  the  right  to  a  permanent  enjoyment  of 
church  privileges  in  a  particular  organization  is  alwaj'^s  a  consideration 
in  entering  into  such  a  covenant.  Without  this,  property  would  not 
be  invested,  or  sacrifices  made.  But  when  the  covenantors  feel  that 
they  can  secure  permanent  covenant  privileges  for  themselves  and  for 
their  children,  from  generation  to  generation,  then  they  will  erect  a 
house  of  worship,  set  up  the  table  of  the  Lord,  open  the  baptismal 
font,  and  settle  a  pastor  to  break  to  them  and  theirs  the  bread  of  life. 

Is  it  then  for  a  moment  to  be  endured,  that  after  all  this  solemn 
covenanting,  the  very  considerations  in  view  of  which  the  covenant 
was  formed,  and  sacrifices  made,  shall  be  taken  away  ?  Shall  a  man 
who  is  guilty  of  no  offence  be  told,  "  the  privileges  of  this  organiza- 
tion, much  as  you  value  them,  and  whatever  sacrifices  you  have  made 
for  them,  can  be  yours  no  longer.  True,  you  are  guilty  of.  no 
disciplinable  offence.  We  cannot  directly  cast  you  out.  But  a 
majority  of  us  have  concluded  to  break  up  this  organization.  You 
may  go  where  you  please,  but  in  this  church  you  cannot  stay."  Is 
it  for  a  moment  to  be  endured  that  such  acts  as  this  shall  be  done 
unrebuked  in  the  church  of  God  ?  Who,  when  members  of  a  church, 
brothers  and  sisters,  have  done  nothing  at  all  to  violate  their  covenant, 
has  a  right  to  despoil  them  of  those  great  spiritual  privileges  which 
were  their  main  consideration  in  entering  into  the  covenant,  and  which 
gold  and  the  most  precious  gems  can  neither  purchase  nor  equal  ? 
The  pretence  of  giving  an  equivalent  for  these,  by  letters  of  commen- 
dation to  other  churches,  is  no  defence  against  the  charge  of  injustice. 
They  have  now  church  privileges.  These  belong  to  them  by  cove- 
nant. They  are  their  own.  If  they  choose  to  keep  them,  no  power 
on  earth  has  a  right  to  take  them  away.  No  power  has  a  right  to 
insist  that  they  shall  give  them  up,  and  take  what  others  are  pleased 
to  call  an  equivalent  instead.  There  is  no  equivalent,  when  the  most 
cherished  treasures  of  the  heart  are  thus  rudely  torn  away. 

3.  Nor  is  this  all.  Even  if  all  the  members  of  a  church  were 
willing  to  release  one  another  from  their  mutual  vows,  and  to  throw 
one  another  back  into  an  uncovenanted  state,  they  have  and  can  have 
no  right  before  God,  to  do  it."  It  will  be  noticed  that  we  do  not  say 
that  all  the  members  of  a  church  may  not  by  mutual  consent  bring  it 
to  a  close,  by  regularly  passing  from  it  into  other  churches.  In  this 
way  no  one  is  thrown  back  into  the  world  in  an  uncovenanted  state 
with  none  who  has  a  right  to  watch  over  him.  But  we  do  say  that 
if  all  of  the  members  of  a  church  were  desirous  to  throw  themselves 
out  of  a  state  of  fellowship,  into  the  world,  by  dissolving  their  cove- 
nant, they  have  no  right  to  do  it.  Duty  to  God  requires  them  not 
only  to  enter  into  church  estate,  but  to  continue  in  it.     This,  as  we 
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have  proved,  is  fully  stated  in  the  Platform,  and  by  all  our  standard 
authorities.  It  is  recognized  in  the  covenant  found  in  Cotton  Mather's 
Ratio,  and  which  was  the  common  form  in  1726.  "  We  acknowledge 
our  everlasting  and  indispensable  obligations  to  glorify  our  God,  in 
all  the  duties  of  a  godly,  and  a  sober,  and  a  righteous  life,  and  very 
parti(ndarly  in  the  duties  of  a  church  state  and  a  body  of  people 
associated  for  an  obedience  to  him  in  all  the  ordinances  of  the  gospel." 
It  is  recognized  in  the  covenant  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  in  Salem. 
"  We  apprehending  ourselves  called  of  God  into  a  gospel  church 
state,"  and  again — "  We  acknowledge  our  everlasting  and  indispen- 
sable obligations  to  glorify  our  God  in  all  the  duties  of  a  holy,  sober 
and  religious  life.  Depending,  therefore,  on  his  powerful  grace,  we 
engage  to  walk  together,  ijarticidarly  in  a  church  state,  in  the  faith 
and  order  of  the  gospel,  as  far  as  we  shall  have  the  same  revealed  to 
us  by  the  word  and  spirit  of  God." 

The  first  church  in  Boston  entered  into  covenant  "  in  the  name  of 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  in  obedience  to  his  holy  wise  and  divine 
ordinances,"  and  "  desirous  to  unite  into  one  congregation  or  church 
under  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,"  "solemnly  and  religiously,  as  in 
his  most  holy  presence,"  "  promised  and  bound  themselves"  to  walk 
together  in  church  estate,  and  in  the  discharge  of  its  duties. 

The  original  covenant  of  the  first  church  in  Charlestown  was  in 
substance  the  same.     At  the  present  time  it  includes  this  passage  : 

"  You  do  solemnly  and  religiously,  as  in  His  most  holy  presence, 
covenant  and  promise,  through  his  grace,  to  walk  in  all  your  w^ays, 
and  in  communion  with  this  particular  church  in  special,  as  members 
of  it,  according  to  the  rules  of  the  gospel.  This  you  severally 
covenant  and  engage. 

"  We,  therefore,  the  members  of  this  church,  \_here  the  memhers  of 
the  church  rise,~\  do  now  ] uiblicly  declare  our  cordial  reception  of  you, 
as  members  of  the  church  of  Christ,  and  of  this  branch  of  it  in 
particular. 

"  And  we  covenant  and  promise,  on  our  part,  to  watch  over  you 
agreeable  to  the  directions  of  the  great  Head  of  the  church,  and  to 
treat  you  as  members  in  full  communion  with  this  church,  and  entitled 
to  all  its  privileges." 

The  views  of  the  modern  churches  of  Boston  are  well  represented 
by  the  following  extract  from  the  covenant  of  Park  Street  Church, 
drawn  up  by  Dr.  Griffin. 

"  We  welcome  you  to  this  fellowship  with  us  in  the  blessings  of  the 
Gospel,  and  on  our  part  engage  to  watch  over  j^ou,  and  seek  your 
edification,  as  long  as  you  shall  continue  among  us.  Should  you 
have  occasion  to  remove,  it  will  be  your  duty  to  seek,  and  ours  to 
grant  a  recommendation  to  another  church  ;  for  hereafter  you  can 
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never  withdraw  from  the  watch  and  communion  of  the  saints,  without 
a  breach  of  covenant. 

"  And  now,  beloved  in  the  Lord,  let  it  be  impressed  on  your 
minds,  that  you  have  entered  into  solemn  circumstances  from  which 
you  can  never  escape.  Wherever  you  go,  these  vows  will  be  upon 
you.  They  will  follow  you  to  the  bar  of  God,  and  in  whatever 
world  you  may  be  fixed,  will  abide  upon  you  to  eternity.  You  can 
never  again  be  as  you  have  been.  You  have  unalterably  committed 
yourselves,  and  henceforth  you  must  be  the  servants  of  God." 

In  most  of  the  Orthodox  churches  of  Boston  these  views  are 
explicitly  stated.  In  all  they  are  understood.  And  beyond  all  doubt 
this  is  the  common  understanding  of  our  churches  at  this  day. 
After  the  covenant  of  the  Old  South  Church,  the  following  statement 
is  found : 

"  This  sacred  covenant  has  been  deliberately  entered  into,  and  its 
high  obligations  voluntarily  assumed,  by  every  member  of  this  church. 
Those  obligations  are  now,  and  will  be  until  death,  upon  every  one 
who  has  assumed  them ;  for  he  that  "  openeth  his  mouth  unto  the 
Lord,  cannot  go  back."  See  Judg.  xi.  35.  Luke  ix.  62.  Heb.  x. 
38,  39.     2  Pet.  ii.  20,  21, 

The  views  of  this  church  of  the  importance  of  the  duty  of 
Christian  watchfulness  over  each  other,  which  is  pledged  in  the  cove- 
nant, are  impressively  stated  in  the  following  passage  : 

"  When  in  their  company,  converse  frequently  upon  the  things 
pertaining  to  the  kingdom  of  God ;  and  particularly  of  your  duties 
and  obhgations  as  the  covenant  people  of  God.  See  Mai.  iii.  16. 
Heb.  X.  24,  and  iii.  13.  '  This  practice,'  says  one,  '  would  be  of 
eminent  service  to  help  the  memory,  in  regard  to  our  covenant  obli- 
gations, as  also  to  quicken  unto  obedience.  Thus,  for  instance,  when 
a  brother  is  observed  to  be  going  into  temptation,  or  in  present 
danger  of  falling  into  some  transgression,  it  is  not  improbable  that 
these  words,  spoken  in  a  suitable  manner,  in  his  hearing,  REMEM- 
BER YOUR  COVENANT,  would  prevent  his  fall;  or,  if  he  has 
already  fallen,  it  may  be  those  words  would  be  the  means  of  recover- 
ing him  out  of  the  snare  of  the  devil,  and  of  bringing  him  unto 
unfeigned  repentance.'  " 

If,  then,  it  is  conceded  and  taught  on  all  hands,  that  it  is  a  part  of 
our  covenant  with  God  that  we  will  come  into  covenant  with  a  par- 
ticular church,  and  continue  in  a  church  state  till  death,  how  can  a 
church  throw  themselves  out  of  such  a  state  without  a  breach  of 
covenant  with  God  ?  Even  if  it  is  done  under  color  of  an  intent, 
as  individuals,  to  join  other  churches,  still,  to  dissolve  the  covenant, 
and  withdraw  Christian  watch  before  all  are  under  the  care  of  other 
churches,  is  an  unjustifiable  mode  of  doing  it.  Covenanted  duties 
orbid  it. 
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By  doing  it  tliey  throw  themselves  into  a  state  in  which  they  have 
no  assurance  that  all  will  ever  be  brought  back  into  a  state  of  cove- 
nant again.  They  throw  up  their  watch  when  they  do  not  and  can- 
not know  that  grievous  wolves  will  not  come  and  tear  and  devour  the 
lambs  of  the  flock,  before  they  are  gathered  into  any  fold  again.  It 
is  on  this  ground  that  the  Platform  denied  that  the  whole  church  has 
a  right  to  throw  up  her  watch  over  even  one  of  her  members,  before 
he  is  safely  received  by  another  church.  This  is  not  a  mere  positive 
rule,  it  is  based  upon  the  principles  of  eternal  right.  Much  less,  then, 
has  a  church  a  right,  even  by  unanimous  consent,  to  throw  up  their 
■watch  over  each  other,  and  leave  every  member  of  the  church  a 
wanderer  in  this  world  of  snares  and  temptations.  If  any  should  in 
consequence  of  such  an  act  fall  into  sin  and  misery,  and  God  should 
inquire  of  any  one  of  the  former  members  of  the  church,  where  is 
thy  brother  ?  will  it  avail  him  to  say  I  know  not ;  am  I  my  brother's 
keeper  ?  What  if  he  has  voted  to  absolve  himself  from  his  vows  to 
watch  over  him  ?     Will  God  hold  him  absolved  ? 

4.  Upon  the  dangerous  tendency  of  the  principles  and  precedents 
which  we  are  considering,  few  words  are  needed.  Admit  the  right 
of  a  church  thus  to  disband  itself  by  the  vote  of  a  majority,  for  the 
sake  of  getting  rid  of  "  embarrassing"  members,  and  what  minority 
in  a  time  of  division  or  excitement  would  be  safe  ?  One  or  two  bold 
and  devoted  men  might  be  very  embarrassing  to  a  backsliding  and 
worldly-minded  majority.  Some  influential  person  who  fears  disci- 
pline, may  regard  those  who  desire  to  bring  his  case  up  as  very 
embarrassing  elements  in  the  church.  Nothing  now  remains  to  be 
done  but  to  watch  his  opportunity,  rally  his  forces,  gain  a  majority 
and  vote  to  dissolve  the  church  and  form  a  new  organization  expressly 
for  the  purpose,  in  which  these  embarrassments  shall  not  exist.  Is 
it  said,  this  cannot  be  done  without  the  advice  of  a  council  ?  We 
reply  there  is  no  such  provision  in  any  of  our  standard  writers. 
They  have  given  no  rules  for  dissolving  churches,  by  repealing  the  cove- 
nant. The  case  of  course  never  occurred  to  them.  Their  principles 
led  them  to  no  such  results.  It  is  indeed  usual,  but  not  essential,  to 
form  a  church  by  advice  of  council,  with  especial  reference  to  the 
question  whether  it  is  needed.  But  if  a  church  exists  and  is  admitted 
to  be  needed,  and  it  is  in  principle  right  for  them  to  dissolve  them- 
selves and  reorganize  again  for  the  sake  of  getting  rid  of  embar- 
rassing members,  then  we  say,  there  is  no  provision  in  any  of  our 
writers  that  forbids  them  to  do  it  on  their  own  judgment.  And  even 
if  it  were  orderly  to  do  it  only  through  advice  of  council,  still  they 
can  do  it  without  advice,  or  even  against  it.  Moreover,  in  times  of 
excitement  on  disputed  questions  which  afiect  many  churches,  the 
majority  ^f  a  church  may  easily  call  a  council  of  such  ministers  and 
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churches  as  are  known  to  be  hostile  to  an  odious  minority,  and  by 
their  advice  disband  and  reorganize  again,  leaving  out  the  embarrass-  ■ 
ing  minority.  Who  cannot  foresee  the  end  to  which  such  principles 
would  conduct,  if  once  introduced  into  our  system  ?  Men  might  be 
virtually  excommunicated  without  charge  or  trial,  or  opportunity  of 
defence,  and  in  every  division  and  difficulty,  the  question  of  dissolu- 
tion would  come  up.  Is  it  not,  then,  the  part  both  of  wisdom  and 
duty  to  foresee  the  ruinous  results  to  which  they  tend,  and  resist  them 
most  strenuously  at  the  outset  ?  One  thing  is  sure,  if  we  do  not 
desire  to  work  an  entire  revolution  in  our  system,  and  utterly  to 
explode  the  principles  and  usages  of  our  fathers,  we  are  bound  to 
regard  these  new  doctrines  with  unmitigated  disapprobation  and  dis- 
pleasure. 

5.  The  unsoundness  of  the  principles  in  question  is.  also  clearly 
evinced  by  the  grounds  which  their  advocates  are  naturally,  and  of 
necessity,  led  to  assume  in  their  defence.  Since  the  right  of  a  ma- 
jority to  throw  a  whole  church  out  of  a  state  of  covenant  fellowship 
is  to  be  defended,  it  becomes  necessary  to  depreciate  the  necessity 
and  importance  of  particular  church  covenants,  or  of  being  in  con- 
nection with  any  local  church  at  all.  The  community  has,  therefore, 
been  told  by  leading  ministers,  in  public  arguments  on  this  subject, 
before  the  pastors  and  delegates  of  a  conference  of  churches  and 
the  attendant  assembly,  that  the  Bible  nowhere  expressly  requires  a 
covenant  of  the  members  of  a  church  to  walk  together  in  the  same 
church,  as  essential  either  to  salvation  or  the  church  state,  and  that 
there  is  no  certain  evidence  that  the  apostolic  churches  were  so  con- 
stituted by  a  formal  mutual  covenant  among  their  members  as  to 
make  a  dissolution  inconsistent  with  church  order,  or  their  Christian 
profession.  Their  covenant,  it  is  intimated,  was  only  with  their  great 
Head  ;  they  were  held  together  only  by  inward  ties  ;  and  worshipped 
together  or  apart,  as  the  case  required.  Of  the  same  nature  is  the 
theory  to  which  they  resort,  of  a  membership  in  a  general  or  Catholic 
church,  which  still  continues  after  a  particular  church  is  disbanded. 
In  consequence  of  this,  they  tell  us,  the  members  of  a  disbanded 
church  are  not  unchurched,  nor  deprived  of  any  of  their  church 
rights  and  privileges.  This  membership  in  the  church  general  they 
seem  to  think  almost  or  quite  equal  to  that  in  any  particular  church. 

If  the  question  at  issue  were,  whether  Congregational  views  of 
the  church  covenant  be  right  or  not,  and  if  our  brethren  were  ap- 
pealing to  scripture  to  prove  them  wrong, — all  this,  if  true,  would  be 
very  much  in  point.  But  the  issue  being  what  it  is,  viz.  :  What  are 
Congregational  principles  and  usages  ? — we  are  not  called  on  here 
to  discuss  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  these  theories,  though  it  would  be 
easy  to  show  that  the}'-  are  utterly  unsound.     It  is  enough  here  to 
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remark,  that  tliey  are  directly  at  war  with  the  principles  of  our  actual 
system,  as  illustrated  by  existing  usages,  and  as  laid  down  in  all  our 
leading  writers.  They  all,  with  one  voice,  argue  that  the  Christians  of 
the  primitive  churches  were  united  by  mutual  covenants,  and  that  the 
power  to  watch  over  and  discipline  each  other,  which  they  undeniably 
had  and  exercised,  could  not  be  derived  from  any  other  source. 
"  We  see  not  otherwise,"  says  the  Cambridge  Platform,  "how  mem- 
bers can  have  church  power  over  one  another  mutually."  The 
Platform  also  strongly  inculcates  the  duty  of  believers  "  to  join 
themselves  unto  a  particular  church,"  out  of  regard  both  to  the  au- 
thority of  Christ  and  to  their  own  good. 

Hooker  calls  the  Presbyterian  theory  "  that  a  pastor  can  be  a  mem- 
ber of  the  visible  church,  though  he  be  a  member  of  no  particular 
congregation"  (church),  a  "new  paradox." 

He  shows  its  absurdity  thus  :  "  All  particular  congregations  are 
all  the  members  that  the  visible  Church  hath ;  therefore,  he  that  is 
not  a  member  of  a  particular  congregation,  is  no  member  of  a  visible 
Church." 

Yet  on  the  Presbyterian  theory,  a  minister  has  ties  to  Presbyte- 
ries, Synods,  &c.,  and  can  be  disciplined ;  but  the  members  of  a  dis- 
banded church  belong  toi  no  particular  visible  church,  have  no  tie  to 
any  organization,  and  are  liable  to  no  discipline.  Much  more  would 
our  fathers  call  this  modern  theory  "  a  new  paradox." 

Hooker  also  expressly  states  that  when  we  speak  of  a  general,  or 
universal,  or  Catholic,  visible  church,  the  word  church  is  only  a  ge- 
neric term,  and  that  "  such  a  Catholic  Church  is  never  to  be  seen 
but  in  particular  congregations  (churches),  nor  yet  ever  exerciseth 
its  power  alone,  (or  seorsini),  but  only  in  the  several  assemblies." 
Indeed,  all  of  our  fathers  regarded  the  idea  of  an  organic  universal 
visible  church,  with  officers  and  sacraments,  as  the  very  radical  error 
of  the  papacy.  They  also  rejected,  decidedly,  the  idea  that  the  right 
to  the  privileges  of  the  church  was  derived  from  union  to  any  kind 
of  universal  church,  visible  or  invisible.  We  have  already  quoted 
Hooker  to  this  effect.  Again,  he  says  expressly,  in  discussing  the 
issue  between  the  Congregationalists  and  their  opponents,  "  Confed- 
erating makes  persons  members  of  visible  churches  ;  those  who  are 
not  confederate  we  conceive  no  members  of  a  visible  church :  and, 
therefore,  in  that  condition  they  have  no  right,  nor  in  a  right  order 
can  challenge  the  benefits  or  privileges  of  members,  nor  can  any 
officer  in  a  right  order  dispense  them  unto  such."  Survey,  part  III., 
ch.  2. 

He  states  the  position  of  Hudson,  whom  he  is  opposing,  substan- 
tially thus :  One  in  a  state  of  membership  with  the  Church  Catholic 
hath  thereby  a  right  unto  all  church  privileges  ;  and  even  if  he  see 
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fit  to  join  a  particular  church,  that  does  not  give  him  any  new  right 
to  church  privileges.  All  proceeds  from  his  membership  with  the 
Catholic  Church.  This  he  proves  to  be  "  an  open  contradiction  in 
terms  to  God's  revealed  method." — Survey,  part  I.,  ch.  15.  Cotton, 
in  his  "  Way  of  the  Congregational  Churches  cleared,"  is  no  less 
explicit.  And  the  Cambridge  Platform  teaches  that  believers,  if 
they  are  not  in  church  order,  cannot  enjoy  communion  ecclesiastical.) 
political,  although,  like  the  twelve  disciples  at  Ephesus  who  had  not 
been  regularly  admitted  to  the  church,  in  the  usual  manner,  they 
may  be  professed  believers  in  Christ,  and,  in  that  sense,  members  of 
the  militant  visible  church.  But  regular  ecclesiastical  communion, 
according  to  the  Platform,  belongs  only  to  such  as  "  walk  according 
to  the  church  order  of  the  gospel,"  that  is,  in  local  churches.  They 
also  expressly  deny  any  universal  visible  church,  through  union  with 
which  believers  can  obtain  a  right  to  regular  ecclesiastical  communion 
in  local  churches.  This  can  be  obtained  only  through  a  covenanted 
union  with  particular  churches. — Ch.  2,  sec.  4.  Hence,  as  Hooker 
says,  while  not  thus  united,  no  officer  can,  in  a  right  order,  dispense 
church  privileges  unto  them. 

Such,  then,  are  the  fundamental  principles  and  accredited  usages 
of  Congregationalism  on  this  point.  But  these  theories  of  the  defend- 
ers of  the  church-dissolving  power,  tend  directly  to  lead  the  com- 
munity to  believe  that  it  is  of  very  little  consequence  whether  they 
are  members  of  a  particular  church  or  not,  or  are  in  a  covenant  or 
not,  and  thus  to  aim  a  blow  at  the  very  vitals  of  our  churches,  and 
utterly  dissolve  the  bonds  of  our  whole  system.  Who  would  have 
expected  to  hear  such  sentiments  from  pastors  of  New  England 
Congregational  churches  ?  How  unsound  must  be  that  position,  the 
defence  of  which  impels  and  obliges  them  to  promulgate  such  theories. 
But,  above  all,  who  could  have  imagined  that  such  views  could  be 
put  forth  under  the  pretext  of  defending  the  fundamental  principles 
and  accredited  usages  of  our  church  polity  !  Had  they  charged  our 
fathers  with  gross  error,  and  justified  their  antagonists,  and  set  up 
the  standard  of  radical  reform,  all  of  this  line  of  argument  would 
have  been  perfectly  consistent.  But  to  claim  to  be  inspired  by  rev- 
erence for  the  fundamental  principles  and  accredited  usages  of  our 
fathers,  to  engage  with  all  their  might  in  the  work  of  utterly  explod- 
ing, and  absolutely  and  thoroughly  destroying  them,  is  indeed  a 
phenomenon  that  fills  us  with  undissembled  wonder  and  astonishment. 

What,  then,  it  may  be  asked,  can  be  that  main  ground  upon 
which  proceedings  such  as  these  are  defended  ?  Whenever  good 
and  intelligent  men  go  thus  far  astray,  it  is  not  commonly  under  the 
influence  of  absolute  error,  but  of  some  important  truth,  either  par- 
tially apprehended,  or  applied  out  of  its  proper  sphere.     So  in  the 
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present  case,  the  advocates  of  these  new  doctrines  profess,  and,  we 
do  not  doubt,  with  sincerity,  to  be  swayed  by  a  supreme  regard  to 
the  great  principle,  that,  in  a  Congregational  church,  it  is  the  right 
of  the  majority  to  administer  the  government  according  to  their  will. 

In  defending  their  course,  the  Tabernacle  Church  appeal  to  "  the 
inalienable  rights  of  majorities."  The  conference  also  say  in  their 
vote,  "whereas,  it  is  an  admitted  principle  that  in  the  action  of  Con- 
gregational Churches  laid  down  in  the  New  Testament,  and  in  the 
records  and  symbols  of  our  churches,  that  majorities  govern :  and, 
whereas,  we  find  no  accredited  precedents  in  the  usages  of  the  church 
to  the  contrary,  and  do  not  feel  willing  to  institute  one, — therefore 
resolved,  that  the  claim  of  our  brethren  to  be  the  late  HoAvard  Street 
Church  ought  not  to  be  allowed,  and  it  is  not  allowed."  We  are 
happy  to  learn  that  all  attempts,  by  the  pastors  of  churches,  to  ex- 
ercise or  establish  a  power  of  veto,  or  of  suspension,  by  the  pastor, 
of  the  acts  of  majorities  in  the  church,  are  not  accredited  precedents. 

We  are  of  the  same  opinion.  We  not  only  freely  admit,  but  de- 
cidedly maintain,  that  it  is  a  fundamental  principle  of  our  system  that 
the  majority  shall  govern.  But  all  who  attempt  to  defend  the  pro- 
ceedings in  question  by  this  principle,  err  in  both  the  particulars  above 
specified.  In  the  first  place,  they  do  but  partially  apprehend  the 
principle  to  which  they  appeal,  and  in  the  second  place,  they  apply 
it  out  of  its  sphere. 

Although  the  power  of  government  undeniably  resides  in  the  ma- 
jority, yet  they  can  exercise  that  power  only  within  given  limits,  and 
in  accordance  with  certain  fixed  principles. 

These  principles  and  limits  are  established  sometimes  by  the  nature 
of  things,  and  the  great  law  of  natural  right,  at  other  times  by  the 
fundamental  principles  of  our  ecclesiastical  system ;  at  others,  by 
express  authority  of  the  word  of  God,  and  again,  by  special  legisla- 
tion. Indeed,  it  is  admitted  in  all  equitable  governments,  that  the 
supreme  ruling  power,  whether  a  monarch,  an  aristocracy,  or  a  de- 
mocratic majority,  ought  not  to  have  arbitrary  or  unlimited  authority 
in  government,  but  to  be  limited  within  a  fixed  and  definite  sphere. 
The  inhabitants  of  England  have  well-defined  individual  rights,  which 
neither  king,  lords,  nor  commons,  nor  all  combined,  are  allowed  to 
touch.  So,  too,  they  have  equally  inviolable  civil,  social,  and  reli- 
gious rights.  The  constitution  of  this  nation,  and  those  of  the  par- 
ticular states,  set  forth  bills  of  individual,  civil,  social,  and  religious 
rights,  which  no  majority  can  abrogate.  Moreover,  the  legislation 
of  all  the  states  is,  by  the  national  constitution,  stringently  restrained 
within  definite  limits.  For  example,  the  privilege  of  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  cannot  be  suspended  except  in  cases  of  rebellion  or 
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invasion.  No  bill  of  attainder,  or  ex  post  facto  law,  can  be  passed. 
The  freedom  of  the  press  and  of  debate  cannot  be  taken  away.  The 
right  to  bear  arms,  to  assemble  for  discussion,  or  religious  worship, 
and  to  petition,  is  inviolable.  No  title  of  nobility  can  be  granted. 
No  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts  can  be  passed.  Within 
these  and  similar  limits,  some  established  on  the  ground  of  natural 
right,  others  by  positive  legislation,  majorities  are  obliged  to  act  in 
all  our  states.  Within  definite  limits,  then,  and  in  accordance  with 
certain  fixed  principles,  majorities  rule.  They  would  become  the 
very  worst  of  despots  if  it  were  not  so.  The  difficult  problem  in  de- 
mocratic governments  is,  not  to  defend  the  rights  of  majorities,  but 
of  minorities  and  of  individuals.  The  strong  are  not  in  danger,  but  the 
weak.  Hence,  if  while  all  free  civil  systems  defend  individual  rights 
and  those  of  minorities,  with  sedulous  care,  Congregationalism  leaves 
them  without  defence,  a  Congregational  church  is  the  worst  of  des- 
potisms. If,  while  civil  systems  will  not  allow  a  law  to  be  passed, 
even  by  a  unanimous  vote,  impairing  the  validity  of  contracts,  Con- 
gregationalism gives  to  a  mere  majority  the  right  of  utterly  dissolving 
the  most  solemn  and  afiecting  covenant  ever  framed  in  the  universe, 
it  would  be  a  system  deserving  of  the  highest  and  most  unmitigated 
execration.  But  it  is  not  so.  Nothing  is  more  notorious,  and  more 
universally  admitted  by  our  churches,  and  all  our  standard  writers, 
than  that  the  power  of  majorities  in  Congregational  churches  is  lim- 
ited, always  by  natural  right,  the  word  of  God,  the  fundamental 
principles  of  our  polity,  and  often  by  special  legislation,  in  each 
church  for  itself.  Illustrations  of  the  truth  of  these  remarks  will 
occur  at  once,  to  every  thoughtful  mind. 

No  majority  has  a  right  to  expel  a  member  from  the  church,  who 
has  been  guilty  of  no  offence — nor  to  expel  any  one  without  trial,  or 
an  opportunity  of  defence.  No  majority  of  a  church  has  a  right  to 
violate  their  covenant  with  God.  No  majority  has  a  right  to  promul- 
gate infidel  principles,  nor,  in  short,  to  violate  any  principle  of  that 
universal  law  of  right,  by  which  even  the  Judge  of  all  the  earth 
admits  himself  to  be  bound,  and  in  the  universal  observance  of  which 
in  his  own  judgment  his  highest'  glory  lies.  This  truth  is  well 
expressed  in  a  manual  of  church  discipline  recently  published,  to 
which  we  refer  at  this  time  because  the  originator  and  advocate  of 
the  new  doctrines  which  we  are  considering,  was  one  of  the  sub- 
committee by  whom  it  was  drawn  up.  ,  "  A  church,"  say  that  com- 
mittee, "  is  not  a  simple  unrestricted  democracy ;  inasmuch  as  it  is 
subject  to  the  authority  of  its  king  and  sovereign,  who  has  given  laws 
which  must  regulate  and  control  the  acts  of  the  brotherhood." 
Nothing  can  be  more  true  than  this.     And  if  this  is  so,  then  there  are 


35 

certain  things  which  not  only  no  majority,  but  not  even  the  whole 
church,  although  by  a  unanimous  vote,  has  any  power  or  right  to  do. 

And  now  in  all  solemnity  we  ask,  when  or  where  has  the  king  and 
sovereign  of  the  church  given  even  to  a  whole  church,  although  acting 
unanimously,  a  right  so  to  dissolve  a  solemn  mutual  covenant  to  watch 
over  one  another  as  Christian  brethren,  a  covenant  assumed  before 
the  universe,  with  this  most  solemn  and  aftecting  pledge,  "  I  set  my 
seal  to  a  full  determination  that  in  life  and  death,  I  will  be  faithful 
to  this  covenant.  This  people  is  my  people,  and  this  God  is  my  God. 
Thus  I  promise  and  declare,"  so  to  dissolve  such  a  covenant  that  not 
one  member  of  that  church  shall  be  any  longer  in  covenant  with 
another,  or  with  any  other  church  to  which  he  can  say,  this  is  my 
people  and  this  is  my  home  ? 

Much  more  earnestly  do  we  ask,  when  and  where  has  the  great 
Lawgiver  and  Head  of  the  church  given  the  right  to  a  mere  majority 
of  the  brethren  who  happen  to  be  at  a  particular  meeting  of  the 
church,  to  declare  this  covenant  dissolved  throughout  the  whole 
church,  so  that  not  one  brother  or  sister  is  any  longer  in  covenant 
with  another,  and  that  too  whilst  members  are  protesting  against  the 
act  as  a  violation  of  their  most  sacred  and  cherished  rights  ? 

Will  it  be  said  in  reply  to  this,  we  cannot  admit  the  principle  that 
a  minority  can  veto  the  act  of  a  majority  ?  We  reply,  it  is  not  the 
minority  which  in  such  cases  vetoes  the  act,  but  its  own  intrinsic 
unlawfulness.  It  is  at  war  with  the  great  laws  of  truth  and  righteous- 
ness, established  by  the  King  and  Head  of  the  church,  and  His 
authority  pronounces  it  invalid. 

Indeed,  it  seems  to  us  wonderful  that  any  one  should  suppose  that 
it  is  an  essential  part  of  Congregationalism,  that  the  action  of  majori- 
ties should  always  be  held  valid — and  that  the  Essex  South  Conference 
could  find  no  accredited  precedents  in  the  usages  of  the  churches  to 
the  contrary. 

What  is  our  system  of  ex-parte  councils  but  a  deliberate,  designed, 
systematic  check  upon  the  abuse  of  the  power  of  majorities  ?  So 
Mather  in  his  Ratio  states  the  case,  among  our  earliest  usages  and 
precedents. 

Upham  also  says,  that  one  great  object  of  Congregationalism  is  to 
preserve  every  individual  in  the  full  possession  of  his  religious  rights, 
and  that  ex-parte  councils  were  designed  to  defend  them,  "  by  check- 
ing the  violent  and  unjust  proceedures  which  so  often  characterize  a 
dominant  party."  Therefore  he  calls  them  "  a  sort  of  key-stone  to 
the  system,  which  binds  and  consolidates  the  arch  of  the  fabric,  and 
gives  it  strength." 

Punchard  also  says,  that  these  councils  "  furnish  an  effectual  check  to 
the  exertion  of  arbitrary  power  on  the  part  of  a  majority  of  a  church." 
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The  very  genius  of  our  system,  therefore,  requires  that  the  action 
of  the  majority  in  the  present  case  be  declared  invahd,  as  contrary  to 
the  laws  of  equity  and  of  God.  Even  if  such  were  not  the  fact,  it 
would  be  invahd  because  at  war  with  the  most  firmly  established 
principles  and  accredited  usages  of  the  Congregational  system.  We 
have  shown  that  nothing  can  be  more  explicit,  nothing  more  univer- 
sally recognized,  than  the  princijole  laid  down  in  the  Cambridge  Plat- 
form, "  the  church  cannot  mal^ie  a  member  no  member,  but  by 
excommunication."  What  can  be  more  directly  at  war  with  this  than 
to  make  the  members  of  a  whole  church,  no  members,  by  the  vote  of 
a  majority,  or  indeed  by  any  vote  at  all  ? 

T.  But  even  if  it  were  possible  to  admit  the  idea  that  a  bare 
majority  could  disband  the  church  against  the  wishes  and  protest  of  a 
minority,  still  in  this  case  the  facts  are  such  as  to  show  that  it  has  not 
been  regularly  and  properly  done.  Much  weight  has  been  attached 
to  the  fact  that  a  council  advised  the  dissolution.  But  in  reply  to 
this  it  should  be  said,  that  the  question  was  never  properly  brought 
before  a  council.  There  was  no  vote  of  the  church  to  submit  such  a 
question  to  a  council.  No  one  even  pretends  that  such  was  the  fact 
when  the  church  decided  to  call  the  council.  They  voted  to  call  a 
council  solely  for  the  dismission  of  their  pastor.  Rev.  Mr.  Mann,* 
and  appointed  a  committee  to  prepare  and  send  out  the  letters  mis- 
sive. That  committee,  unauthorized  by  the  church,  and  on  their  own 
responsibility  solely,  inserted  the  clause,  "  and  to  advise  them  on 
other  difficulties."  The  church,  therefore,  did  not  call  the  council 
to  advise  on  this  matter,  and  no  opposition  was  made  to  calling  the 
particular  council  which  met,  because  it  was  supposed  that  they  would 
act  solely  with  reference  to  the  dismission  of  the  pastor.  Of  this 
the  council  were  informed.  It  was  therefore  out  of  order  for  them  to 
recommend  a  dissolution  of  the  church,  and  their  advice  ought  to 
have  no  weight. 

8.  Moreover,  even  if  the  act  of  the  majority  were  not  invalid  on 
these  grounds,  it  is  in  this  case,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  at  war  with  a 
limitation  imposed  by  the  special  legislation  of  the  church  itself  on 
the  power  of  the  majority,  and  with  the  mode  prescribed  for  calling 
such  meetings  of  the  church.  Fourteen  rules  and  regulations  had 
been  estabhshed  by  the  Howard  Street  Church.  These  relate  to  the 
form  of  government,  mode  of  disciphne,  admission  and  dismission  of 
members,  the  times  of  church  meetings,  the  administration  of  the 
Lord's  supper,  thd  observance  of  monthly  concerts  of  prayer,  and 
other  similar  topics.  Of  these  rules  the  eleventh  is  as  follows,  "  No 
alteration  shall  be  made  in  any  of  the  foregoing  rules,  unless  at  a 

*  No.  12. 
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regular  meeting  for  business,  it  having  been  proposed  in  writing 
one  loeek  previouAy^  and  tivo  thirds  of  the  members  present  voting  for 
it.^'  Now  on  this  we  remark  that,  inasmuch  as  the  question  of  the 
utter  dissolution  of  the  church  is  the  most  important  question  that 
can  be  raised,  if  the  church  forbade  altering  even  a  regulation  as  to 
the  time  of  the  Lord's  supper,  or  observing  a  monthly  concert,  except 
bj  a  vote  of  two  thirds,  and  after  a  week's  written  notice,  much  more 
did  they  forbid  the  dissolution  of  the  church  by  the  votes  of  a  mere 
majority,  and  without  any  such  written  notice,  or  any  public  notice  at 
all.  Moreover,  by  dissolving  the  church,  the  rules  as  to  the  observ- 
ance of  the  Lord's  supper,  of  church  meetings,  of  monthly  concerts, 
and  of  all  other  services,  and  every  other  rule,  would  be  virtually 
repealed.  If  then  that  cannot  be  done  indirectly  which  the  law  for- 
bids to  be  done  directly,  surely  a  vote  to  dissolve  the  church,  passed 
by  merely  a  small  and  accidental  majority,  and  without  any  previous 
written  notice  at  all,  is  on  every  principle,  both  of  law  and  equity, 
null  and  void.  Yet  the  legal  notice  was  never  given,  nor  did  two 
thirds  at  last  vote  for  the  dissolution. 

This  consideration  is  of  itself  absolutely  decisive.  It  is  abundantly 
sufficient  to  settle  the  case.  If  we  had  no  other  ground  of  declaring 
the  disbanding  vote  null  and  void,  this  would  be  all  that  we  need. 
Similar  principles  are  contained  in  our  civil  constitutions,  the  funda- 
mental principles  of  which  cannot  be  changed  by  mere  majorities. 

But  we  do  not  desire  to  fix  the  mind  on  this  alone.  As  the  general 
question  is  now  up,  we  desire  that  it  may  be  settled  in  accordance 
with  the  great  general  principles  of  our  system,  and  on  grounds  of 
eternal  right.  We  desire  to  reecho  the  truth  that  a  majority  has  no 
right  to  violate  the  fundamental  principles  of  our  ecclesiastical  polity, 
or  to  contravene  the  eternal  laws  of  natural  equity.  They  have  no 
right  to  violate  a  covenant  with  God,  or  with  man.  It  would  be,  as 
we  have  before  said,  no  violation  of  covenant  if  all  the  members  were 
to  pass  in  an  orderly  way  into  fellowship  with  other  churches  till  none 
remain.  In  this  case  the  church  would  become  extinct,  but  no  cove- 
nant would  be  broken.  Nor  would  this  contravene  our  ecclesiastical 
polity.  The  church  would  not  thus  make  a  member  no  member. 
So  also  two  churches  may  be  united,  if  it  is  so  done  that  no  one  of 
either  is  thrown  out  upon  the  world,  as  a  member  of  no  church. 
But  in  no  case  is  it  lawful  to  disregard  the  great  principle  that  the 
church  cannot  make  a  member  no  member,  except  by  excommunication. 

If  it  should  be  said  that  the  necessity  of  observing  these  principles 
may  involve  great  inconvenience,  and  may  prevent  the  dissolution  of 
churches  when  it  is  desirable,  we  reply,  it  may  cause  great  inconve- 
nience to  an  upright  man  who  has  sworn  to  his  own  hurt,  not  to 
change,  yet  the  pen  of  inspiration  has  given  it  as  one  of  the  decisive 
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tests  of  a  citizen  of  the  kingdom  of  God,  that  when  he  has  thus  sworn 
even  to  his  own  hurt,  he  will  not  change.  And  shall  a  whole 
church  swear  to  watch  over  each  other,  till  they  are  safely  in  another 
church,  and  then  a  mere  majority,  to  avoid  inconvenience  or  any  other 
alleged  evils,  change  from  what  they  have  sworn,  declare  that  all 
obhgations  to  watch  over  each  other  are  at  an  end,  and  against  remon- 
strances and  protestations,  cast  out  their  brethren  into  the  world  with 
none  to  watch  over  them  ?  The  mutual  covenant  of  the  church  is 
one  of  the  most  solemn  engagements  in  the  universe.  Doubtless 
God  so  regards  it.  Shall  it  be  trifled  with  ?  And  shall  a  church 
weigh  considerations  of  convenience  or  expediency  against  the  solemn 
demands  of  right  and  principle  ? 

~  Not  only  is  the  principle  of  the  right  of  a  majority  to  govern,  par- 
tially and  incorrectly  apprehended,  as  we  have  shown,  but  it  is 
applied  out  of  its  proper  sphere.  The  right  to  govern  implies  the 
existence  of  a  community  to  be  governed,  and  its  proper  sphere  is 
in  the  government  of  that  community.  But  the  dissolution  of  a 
church  is  not  an  act  of  church  government,  but  of  church  destruc- 
tion. It  is  an  act  that  renders  government  impossible.  It  destroys 
alike  majorities  and  minorities,  and  reduces  what  was  once  a  commu- 
nity to  scattered,  disorganized,  and  ungovernable  fragments. 

Appeal  has  been  made  in  defence  of  this  mode  of  proceeding  to 
the  rights  of  communities  to  revolutionize  governments  by  the  vote  of 
a  majority.  But  the  cases  are  totally  unhke.  No  nation  exists  by 
a  covenant,  like  that  which  gives  its  being  to  a  Congregational 
church.  And  though  a  Congregational  church  is  a  democracy,  yet 
it  acts  under  fixed  divine  principles  ;  the  principles  of  a  covenant 
revealed  in  the  word  of  God,  which  it  has  no  right  to  repudiate. 
Moreover,  the  right  of  revolution  and  of  disbanding  are  not  the  same. 
No  nation  or  people  ever  attempted  so  to  disband  itself  as  to  destroy 
all  political  ties  between  citizen  and  citizen,  and  all  right  of  govern- 
ment, after  appointing  a  committee  to  distribute  its  citizens,  by  letters 
of  commendation  among  other  nations.  No  nation  is  likely  to  claim 
the  right  to  do  it.  They  claim  the  right  indeed  to  change  exist- 
ing forms  of  government,  but  they  remain  organized  under  one  form 
till  they  pass  under  another ;  and  they  so  pass  as  not  to  invahdate 
existing  titles  to  possessions  and  property.  But  on  these  new  prin- 
ciples, under  the  pretence  of  governing,  a  majority  have  a  right  of 
destroying  both  themselves  and  the  minority.  This  is  not  the  right 
of  government,  but  of  suicide.  It  is  the  right  of  a  majority  not  only 
to  destroy  their  own  rights,  but  also  to  plunder  others  of  theirs. 

After  all,  we  cannot  but  wonder  what  can  be  the  cause  that  so 
much  zeal  is  manifested  in  behalf  of  the  right  of  a  majority  to  disband 
a  church.     If  the  disbanding  of  a  church  were  some  great  good,  some 
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glorious  result,  for  which  churches  were  ordained,  we  could  under- 
stand it.  But  what  church,  once  organized,  does  not  naturally  desire 
to  live  and  bless  the  world  till  Christ  shall  come  to  sit  as  judge  of  quick 
and  dead  ?  Why  do  we  find  nowhere  in  the  Bible  any  directions  as 
to  this  mode  of  dissolving  churches  for  which  so  much  zeal  is  mani- 
fested ?  Why  do  we  find  no  such  directions  in  any  earher  or  later 
works  on  our  church  polity  ?  Is  not  this  a  significant  fact  ?  Does 
it  not  proclaim  the  truth  that  to  live  and  increase  is  the  great  end  of 
a  church,  that  its  death  is  an  event  to  be  deprecated  as  unspeakably 
mournful,  and  that  no  directions  are  given  as  to  the  newly-invented 
mode  of  self  destruction,  because  it  is  not  a  thing  even  to  be  once 
thought  of  ?  If,  in  the  inevitable  providence  of  God,  a  church  once 
formed  must  cease  to  exist,  let  it  be  either  by  the  act  of  God  taking 
all  its  members  to  heaven,  or  by  so  placing  them  under  the  care  and 
watch  of  other  churches,  that  the  church  shall  not  cease  to  exist  till 
they  are  all  safely  located  in  a  Christian  home. 

It  is  suggested  by  the  Tabernacle  Church,  as  a  reason  for  not 
granting  the  request  of  Brother  Goss,  that  the  Essex  South  Confer- 
ence had  refused  a  seat  to  the  delegates  of  the  Howfird  Street 
Church,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  dissolved  by  vote  of  a  ma- 
jority of  the  church.  We  have  looked  into  their  proceedings,  and 
find  that  such  was  the  case.  But  this  council  does  not  perceive  that 
weight  should  be  given  to  this  suggestion.  We  cannot  agree  that 
the  orderly  standing  of  a  church,  recognized  as  such  by  neighbor 
churches  in  ecclesiastical  council,  should  be  impeached  in  this  way. 
The  objects  of  these  conferences  are  mutual  improvement  and  instruc- 
tion, and  union  in  prayer  and  action,  in  favor  of  weak  churches : 
"  they  expressly  disclaim  all  interference  in  the  rights  of  particular 
churches,  and  they  exercise  no  acts  of  authority  or  disciphne."* 
Attempts  have  been  made  to  confer  upon  these  bodies  consociational 
powers,  but  it  has  been  fully  ascertained  that  no  such  change  can  be 
admitted  into  the  ecclesiastical  polity  of  this  state. 

Such  an  attempt  was  made,  and  the  proposals  sent  to  all  the 
churches  in  1705,  wliich  was  repelled  with  great  power  of  argument, 
and  boldly  and  effectually  rebuked  by  Rev.  John  Wise,  the  admitted 
legal  expounder  of  the  Platform  ;t  and  it  would  seem  that  the  present 
is  a  suitable  time  to  reprint  his  tract  on  that  subject.  We  extract  a 
sentence  or  two :  "  This  attempt  is  in  defiance  of  our  constitution, 
and  strikes  at  the  root  of  our  government ;  for  our  Platform  denies 
the  classical  state  of  the  churches.  It  sets  at  naught  the  15th  and 
16th  chapters  for  convening  councils  for  the  service  of  our  churches, 
and  signs  the  condemnation  of  a  form  of  government,  settled  by  rules 
of  equity,  settled  and  established  by  all  the  churches,  and  blessed  by 

*  Up.  Rat.  Disc.  237,  &c.,  t  "  Churches'  Quarrel  Espoused." 
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God  through  a  long  succession  of  years.  I  shall,  for  my  own  part, 
with  the  jealous  Laocoon,  enter  a  caution  against  taking  down  the 
sides  of  the  city,  and  opening  the  walls  of  our  Zion,  and  letting  in 
this  Trojan  Horse."  The  scheme  was  rejected.  Dr.  Cotton  Mather 
says,  "  There  were  some  very  considerable  persons  among  the  min- 
isters, as  well  as  the  brethren,  who  thought  the  liberties  of  particular 
churches  to  be  in  danger  of  being  limited  and  infringed  by  its 
adoption." 

In  1815  another  and  more  strenuous  attempt  was  made  to  establish 
consociationisra  in  this  way,  and  it  was  everywhere  opposed  by  the 
laity,  and  by  many  distinguished  clergymen — most  especially  by 
Rev.  Doctors  Spring  and  Emmons.  Dr.  Spring  published  a  tract  on 
the  occasion,  in  which  he  says,  "  it  is  not  authorized  by  reason  or 
revelation  ;  it  is  not  friendly  to  the  liberty  and  rights  of  conscience, 
and  exceeds  the  plan  of  the  Fathers  by  placing  the  churches  under 
the  care  of  standing  councils."  Dr.  Emmons  contended  that  it 
tended  to  foster  feelings  of  pride,  place,  and  power,  to  introduce  a 
hierarchy,  as  in  the  early  ages  of  the  church,  to  create  a  jealousy 
of  the  clergy,  and  to  destroy  that  personal  influence  so  necessary 
to  their  usefulness.  The  failure  on  this  occasion  was  so  decisive, 
that  we  have  no  reason  to  expect  another  attempt  of  the  kind. 

The  discipline  of  the  Platform,  which  has  stood  against  these  and 
some  other  minor  attempts  now  for  two  hundred  years,  is  very  plain 
and  clear.  An  assembly  of  Christians  claims  to  be  a  Congregational 
church,  and  sends  its  pastor  and  delegates  to  the  conference.  The 
conference  questions  the  claim.  Here,  by  consent  of  parties,  a 
mutual  council  between  the  conference  and  the  questionable  church 
can  be  called  ;*  but  if  none  such  is  agreed  on,  the  way  to  settle  the 
matter,  by  our  Platform,  is  perfectly  plain. 

One  of  the  churches  acts  as  a  church,  and  deals  with  the  church 
called  in  question,  as  does  a  brother  with  an  offending  brother.  It 
may  advise  them  to  reorganize.  If  they  do  not  observe  the  advice,  a 
charge  or  complaint  is  made  to  another  church,  and  after  notice  and 
action,  and  refusal,  these  two  churches  call  a  council  to  advise  and 
act  on  the  subject.  If  the  church  complained  against  persists  or  is 
contumacious,  sentence  of  non-communion  is  regularly  pronounced. f 

But  this  conference  postponed  the  Platform,  and,  wholly  disre- 
garding its  provisions,  made  a  summary  disposition  of  the  claim  of 
the  pastors  and  delegates,  and  put  the  sentence  of  non- communion 
immediately  into  effect.     This  is  what  is  called  coming  to  a  resvltper 

*  The  council  has  been  informed  that  such  a  council  was  offered  on  the  part  of  the 
church,  but  it  was  not  accepted. 
t  Punch.  116 ;  Mat.  c.  15;  Math.  Rat.  Dis.  172;  Up.  Rat.  Dis.  206. 
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mltum — ^leaping  over  the  constituted  forms  of  trial,  and  jmnping  to 
the  conclusion.  This  is  not  Congregationalisin,  ,aud  it  is  equally 
plain  that  these  conferences  cannot  hear  and  decide  ecclesiastical 
cases,  or  take  jurisdiction  of  them,  with  any  proper  regard  to  the 
rights  of  the  churches  or  private  Christians,  or  with  any  proper  re- 
gard to  the  principles  on  which  they  are  formed  or  acknowledged 
by  our  order ;  and  if  they  become  organized  as  judicial  bodies,  they 
must  necessarily  be  consociational — bodies  which,  it  is  quite  certain, 
will  not  be  tolerated  in  Massachusetts, 

But  far  worse  than  consociationism,  in  the  opinion  of  the  council, 
is  a  collateral,  summary  jurisdiction,  which  disregards  the  provisions 
of  the  Platform,  and  if  not  final,  nevertheless  disparages  character  in 
an  unauthorized  manner,  and  creates  pi'ejudiees  unfavorable  to  fair 
and  impartial  trials  in  a  congregational  way.  'ihe  council,  therefore, 
cannot  see,  in  the  proceedings  of'  the  Conference,  referred  to  in  the 
reply  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  to  the  request  of  Brother  Goss,  any 
good  reason  for  mthholding  letters  testimonial  and  of  dismission. 

Whether  a  Congregational  church  shall  be  cherislied,  improved, 
aided  by  advice,  and  dealt  with  according  to  the  Platform,  or  become 
extinct  and  annihilated,  are  questions  of  interest  and  ma;?;nitude  to 
all  its  members,  as  well  as  to  neighbor  churches,  and  to  all  who  love 
Zion.  When  a  church  are  already  connected  with  a  religious  society 
and  have  a  house  of  worship,  and  are  sufficiently  numerous  and  of 
sufficient  ability  to  sustain  the  worship, — it  would  seem  that  absolute 
necessity  alone  could  induce  the  members  to  abandon  the  worship  and 
throw  up  their  covenant.  In  other  days,  instead  of  compliance,  there 
would  have  been  "  resistance  unto  blood."  The  only  definite  reason 
which  we  have  seen  assigned  for  the  advice  given  to  the  Howard 
Street  Church  to  break  up,  comes  from  members  of  the  Conference, 
(stated  as  that  which  induced  the  council  so  to  advise,)  and  is — "  that 
discipline  in  the  church  had  been  a  long  time  frustrated, — that  there 
had  been  no  discipline  for  a  long  time,  because  it  ivas  impossible.'' 

To  justify  this  strong  language,  the  church  must  have  been  exceed- 
ingly corrupt ;  and  the  majority  of  the  members  must  have  chosen 
not  to  exercise  discipline.  But  if  such  were  the  fact,  with  what 
consistency  could  the  council  advise  that  letters  of  commendation 
should  be  given  to  all,  as  without  exception  suitable  persons  to  join 
other  churches  ?  Moreover,  if  there  is  guilt  in  neglecting  discipline, 
it  is  of  course  the  guilt  of  the  majority,  for  so  long  as  they  are  the 
majority,  they  could  maintain  discipline  if  they  would.  Is  it  not  then 
a  singular  proceeding  to  advise  those  who  by  the  supposition  are 
neglecting  known  duty,  to  disband  the  church,  and  thus  put  them- 
selves in  a  position  in  which  no  power  on  earth  has  any  right  to  calfi 
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them  to  account  ?  As  a  church  they  could  be  called  to  account  for 
neglect  of  duty.     But  as  disbanded  individuals  they  cannot  be. 

But  we  cannot  persuade  ourselves  that  Christian  disciphne  was 
impossible.  Was  there  no  member  who  had  love  enough  "  to  go  to 
his  brother  in  a  Christian  spirit  and  manner  to  '  tell  him  his  fault  V  " 
And  would  the  majority  refuse  to  take  notice  of  a  complaint  for  a 
palpable  offence,  the  first  and  second  steps  having  been  so  first  taken  ? 
Was  the  trial  made,  and  made  as  it  should  be  made,  with  desire  to 
gain  the  brother,  by  prayer  and  entreaty  and  importunity  ?  Did  the 
majority  in  this  spirit  make  the  attempt  ?  However  this  may  be, 
the  remedy  advised  to  heal  this  alleged  disease  of  the  church  was 
worse  than  the  disease. 

It  appears  to  this  council  that  the  troubles  in  this  church,  concern- 
ing which  we  have  heard  considerable  accounts,  and  read  many 
documents,  were  not  attended  to,  by  the  majority,  or  by  neighbor 
churches,  in  the  spirit  and  manner  prescribed  by  the  law  of  Christ 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Platform ;  and  that  the  expedient  devised  to 
heal  them,  was  such  that  its  failure  need  cause  no  disappointment. 
"  When  men  undertake  to  be  wiser  than  the  law,"  it  is  no  new  thing 
that  they  do  not  succeed.  Any  other  discipline  than  Christian  disci- 
pline, is  a  thousand  times  worse  than  no  discipline.  It  is  known  and 
felt  by  the  offender  that  it  is  wrong  and  he  is  irritated ;  other 
members  know  it  and  sustain  him,  and  a  faction  is  created  in  the 
church  not  easily  removed  or  suppressed. 

If  a  church  be  corrupt — does  not  maintain  discipline  or  the  ordi- 
nances, our  Platform  provides  a  discipline  in  respect  to  such  corrupt 
church,  which  we  understand  was  not  pursued  in  this  case.  If  this 
church  had  been  in  so  great  fault  and  extremity,  as  is  alleged,  or  in 
any  considerable  wrong,  neighbor  churches  should  have  taken  the 
steps  which  it  directs — steps,  which,  if  taken  in  the  right  spirit,  we 
believe  have  never  failed  of  success. 

However,  as  every  member  of  the  church  was  to  be  recommended 
to  other  evangelical  churches,  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  it  was  so 
corrupt  a  church  as  not  to  be  able  to  administer  true  Christian  dis- 
cipline. But  if  they  neglected  their  duty,  other  churches  should 
have  called  them  to  account.  The  spirit  of  our  system  demanded 
this,  and  not  the  destruction  of  the  church.  Congregationalism  is  con- 
servative. It  holds  on  to  all  that  is  sound,  and  provides  the  means  of 
healing  difiiculties  and  disorders  both  of  individuals  and  of  churches, 
and  does  not  crush  or  destroy  a  church  even  when  its  disorders  are 
not  at  once  healed  by  the  means  which  it  provides.  Although  it  may 
put  a  church  out  of  communion,  it  still  hopes  for  its  return.  Such  was 
the  case  in  Salem  itself  in  1733.    At  that  time  the  second  church  in 
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Boston  called  the  first  church  in  Salem  to  account,  and  the  sentence 
of  "  non-communion"  by  about  twenty  churches  was  declared  against 
it.  After  several  years  the  church  in  Salem  penitently  acknowledged 
its  errors,  and  the  sentence  of  non-communion  was  taken  off.  (Wis- 
ner's  Hist.  Ser.  p.  105.) 

The  political  philosophy  of  Burke,  so  much  admired  and  applauded, 
was  applied  to  the  reformation  of  abuses  ;  that  of  the  French  philoso- 
phers of  his  day  was — instantaneous  demolition,  and  organizing  the 
state  anew.  The  consequences  of  their  work  soon  proved  the  wisdom 
of  Burke,  and  the  folly  of  the  philosophers.  The  council  does  not 
perceive  the  wisdom  of  the  experiment  made  in  this  case.  Demoli- 
tion, disbanding,  dissolving — no  such  remedies  are  provided  in  our 
polity  for  healing  disorders  in  churches.  Such  a  course  impeaches 
the  wisdom  of  our  fathers,  which  provided  other  remedies,  and  dis- 
regards their  practice  and  the  usages  of  the  churches,  and  tends  to 
bring  our  whole  system  into  disrepute. 

The  council  cannot  but  observe  that  the  vote,  by  which  it  was 
attempted  to  dissolve  the  church,  seems  to  have  been  a  very  rash  and 
improvident  act,  besides  being  wholly  ineffectual.  When  matters  of 
great  importance  are  to  be  settled  in  the  church,  care  should  be  taken 
that  all  the  male  members  be  notified,  and  time  for  consideration, 
prayer  and  conference,  personally  and  collectively,  should  be  taken, 
and  at  last  something  more  than  hare  majorities  should  be  sought  and 
obtained.*  In  this  case,  no  written  notice  was  regularly  given  that 
a  meeting  would  be  held  for  the  purpose,  although  it  was  a  question 
of  the  greatest  possible  importance.  Moreover,  although  it  was 
debated  at  some  of  the  usual  meetings  for  business,  it  is  doubtful 
whether  all  of  the  members  knew  that  the  matter  was  before  the 
church ;  not  above  two  or  three  more  than  half  of  the  male  members 
were  present,  and  the  final  vote  was  but  seventeen  in  favor  of  the 
measure,  and  ten  were  opposed  to  it.  It  is  not  our  usage  to  pass  acts 
of  less  importance  than  this  without  a  greater  unanimity. 

This  fact  and  the  subsequent  results  show  the  wisdom  of  not  for- 
getting or  disregarding  the  fifteenth  and  sixteenth  chapters  of  the 
Platform. 

After  the  vote  to  dissolve  the  church  was  passed,  at  a  subsequent 
regular  meeting  it  was  agreed  to  convoke  a  council  to  advise  as  to 
whether  or  not  they  contuiued  to  be  a  church,  and  that  council  con- 
vened and  advised  that  the  Howard  Street  Church  was  not  dissolved. 
These  papers  and  proceedings  are  annexed  and  marked.f 

This  council  is  not  advised  of  any  reasons  or  facts  which  show  thajt 
the  advice  of  this  council  does  not  stand  good,  nor  why  it  should  not 
be  respected  by  the  Orthodox  community.     It  has  been  objected  that 

*  Punch.  Cong.  170.  t  No.  13. 
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the  council  was  ex  parte.  We  do  not  think  it  was  so  in  the  usual 
sense  of  that  term.  A  church,  feeling  the  need  of  advice  and  light, 
may  well  send  for  the  advice  of  neighbor  churches,  without  calling  it 
ex  parte.  Such,  also,  is  the  case  of  a  council  to  advise  as  to  an 
ordination,  or  the  gathering  of  a  new  church.  There  must  be  an 
adverse  party ^  not  offered  a  mutual  council,  in  order  so  to  characterize 
an  ecclesiastical  council.  In  this  case,  the  majority  had  probably 
taken  their  letters  and  joined  other  churches,  and  so  could  have  no 
more  interest  in  the  question  than  other  members  of  the  churches 
to  which  they  belonged  ;  or,  not  having  used  such  letters,  they  were 
still  members  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and  so  must  be  considered 
as  joining  in  the  call,  and  also  as  having  a  right  to  be  heard  before 
;the  council  when  convened.  Further,  having  seceded^  and  not  con- 
itinuing  to  worship  with  the  church,  they  had  voluntarily  abandoned 
rail  right  to  its  property,  whether  it  continued,  ecclesiastically,  to  be 
;a  church  or  not. 

It  appeared  also,  that,  having  been  so  advised  that  they  were  a 
church,  they  continued  their  worship  and  called  a  pastor,  and  convoked 
a  council  of  Orthodox  churches,  to  advise,  as  to  his  installation,  and 
that  the  council  assembled  and  advised  that'  it  should  take  place,  and 
proceeded  to  install  him  as  pastor  of  the  Howard  Street  Church.* 
Thus  was  he  settled  as  pastor  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and 
continues  to  be  such  upon  a  stipulated  salary,  preaching  and  admin- 
istering the  ordinances.  Here  is  certainly  jomna/aci'g  evidence  that 
this  church  is  entitled  to  the  fellowship  of  all  our  churches,  and  the 
proceedings  of  the  first  council  are  necessarily  recognized  as  valid, 
ratified  and  confirmed.  What  more  have  any  to  seek  among  our 
■churches  to  entitle  them  to  communion,  than  the  proceedings  of  these 
councils  afford  in  favor  of  tliis  church  ? 

If  any  of  the  churches  were  "  otherwise  minded,"  our  Platform 
prescribes  the  manner  in  which  they  should  proceed  against  heretical 
and  disorderly  churches,  and  all  our  writers  agree  that  it  is  the  only 
way  provided  in  such  cases,  in  the  Congregational  system. f  But  no 
such  steps  have  been  taken  with  this  church,  and  until  they  shall  be, 
this  council  sees  not  why  its  standing  should  be  called  in  question. 

In  view,  then,  of  all  that  has  been  said,  it  is  the  opinion  of  this 
council,  that  the  vote  of  a  majority  cannot  dissolve  a  church  against 
the  consent  of  a  minority ;  and  it  appearing  that  the  Howard  Street 
Church  has  not  been  otherwise  dissolved,  and  that  the  minority  claim 
membership  there,  and  have  acted  and  still  act  as  that  church,  and 
sustain  its  meetings,  the  ordinances,  and  the  ministry,  this  council 
advise  that  that  church  has  not  been  dissolved,  but  still  exists  on  its 
orginal  foundation. 

*  No.  15.  t  Plat.  ch.  15.    Punch.  Cong.  185,  186. 
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They  also  advise  that  Mr.  Goss  renew  his  application  to  the 
Tabernacle  Church  for  a  letter  of  dismission,  and  recommendation 
to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and  if  his  request  be  refused,  that 
he  offer  himself  for  membership  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and 
that  the  Howard  Street  Church  be  advised  to  receive  him. 

In  conclusion,  so  far  is  this  council  from  yielding  to  the  reasons 
assigned  by  the  Tabernacle  Church  for  denying  the  request  of 
brother  Goss,  founded  on  the  objectionable  standing  of  the  Howard 
Street  Church,  that  it  considers  this  church,  if  notprimus  inter  pares, 
as  an  ancient  church,  yet,  at  least,  an  equal,  entitled  to  the  sympathies 
and  the  affections,  the  help  and  the  encouragement  of  all  the  Orthodox 
churches  in  this  community.  And  more  especially  should  they  have 
our  sympathies  and  our  prayers,  if  not  our  thanks,  for  the  stand  which 
they  took  in  favor  of  the  holy  covenant, — ^not  consenting  to  break,  but 
contrariwise  inflexibly  determined  to  keep  it,  "  to  hold  it  fast  and  not 
let  it  go,"  thus  setting  an  example  of  integrity  and  fidelity  in  the  midst 
of  trials,  "  perils  of  brethren,"  and  formidable  opposition  without  and 
within,  holding  up,  as  a  standard,  the  ancient  covenant  of  our  fathers, 
and  calling  upon  all  the  churches  to  look  at  it  as  the  great  charter  of 
all  the  churches  of  our  order  throughout  the  Christian  world.  Why 
should  an  Orthodox  church  be  crushed  ?  Who  among  us  all  would 
put  our  hand  to  such  a  work  ?  Why  should  this  church  be  crushed  ? 
It  is  admitted  by  all,  that  a  church,  and  the  worship  and  ordinances, 
ought  to  be  sustained  in  Howard  street.  What  possible  interest  or 
valid  reason  can  there  be  that  it  should  not  stand  on  its  ancient 
foundation,  and  preserve  and  show  forth  its  ancient  name  and  its 
ancient  covenant  ?  Do  any  covet  its  name  ?  We  are  not  so  advised. 
Do  any  covet  its  property  ?  We  know  not ;  we  suppose  it  is  not  rich 
in  this  world's  goods,  but  hope  it  is  "  rich  in  faith,"  and  if  it  is  a 
trustee  for  its  poor,  we  hope  "  they  will  not  be  sent  empty  away." 

It  seems  to  the  council  that  all  the  churches  must  feel  interested 
to  keep  this  church  in  their  community,  and  that  scarcely  a  greater 
cloud  of  grief  could  come  over  them  than  would  come  by  the  ex- 
tinction of  this  light.  The  beloved  disciple  said,  "I  have  no  greater 
joy  than  to  hear  that  my  children  walk  in  the  truth."  We  hope 
that  this  spirit  is  in  all  our  churches,  and  that  as  the  extinction  of 
this  church  would  be  mourned  as  the  annihilation  of  long-cherished 
hopes,  so  its  confirmation  and  its  walk  in  the  order  of  the  gospel  and 
the  communion  of  the  churches,  will  be  hailed  as  the  highest  consum- 
mation of  Christian  joy. 

Reuben  Emerson,  Moderator. 

A.  L.  Stone,  Scribe. 
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No.   1. 
VOTE  OF  REFUSAL. 

Salem,  Aug.  25,  1849, 
To  Mr.  E.  Gosa. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  last  evening  your  request  was 
presented,  and  after  some  discussion  in  a  kindly  manner,  the  following 
vote  was  passed — 

"  Viz. — that  in  view  of  the  circumstances  in  the  case  the  request  be  not 
granted." 

Humphrey  Cook,  Church  Clerk 
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No.  2. 

PREAMBLE    AND    RESOLUTIONS    OF    THE    TABERNACLE 

CHURCH. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  Friday  evening,  Sept.  28, 
1849,  the  following  preamble  and  resolutions  were  passed,  viz. : 

Whereas  a  member  of  this  Church  has  requested  to  "be  dismissed  and 
recommended  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,"  and  whereas  while  the  Howard 
Street  Church  was  under  the  pastoral  care  of  the  Rev.  Joel  Mann,  a  Mutual 
Council,  called  to  consider  the  difficulties  existing  in  said  Church,  advised 
that  the  Church  should  be  dissolved  ; — 

And  whereas,  agreeably  to  the  advice  of  the  said  Mutual  Council,  and 
after  mature  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  a  vote  was 
passed  by  a  majority  of  the  Church,  to  dissolve  the  Church,  provision  being 
made,  however,  for  a  regular  transfer  of  membership  to  sister  churches  ; — and 

Whereas,  this  Church  has  recognized  the  validity  of  the  aforesaid  vote, 
by  receiving  members,  agreeably  to  the  aforesaid  provisions  for  a  transfer 
of  membership  to  sister  churches  ; — and  whereas,  notwithstanding  the  result 
of  an  Ex-parte  Council,  called  by  the  minority  of  the  said  Howard  Street 
Church, — the  Esses  South  Conference  of  Churches  decided  that  the  dele- 
gates of  the  said  minority  were  not  entitled  to  a  seat  in  the  Conference,  in 
virtue  of  their  claim  to  be  considered  the  delegates  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church  as  known  and  recognized,  previous  to  the  vote,  by  which  the  said 
Church  was  declared  to  be  dissolved  ;  — 

Therefore,  Resolved,  1st,  That  as  at  present  informed  in  relation  to  the 
whole  subject,  we  are  not  aware  of  any  sufficient  reason  to  repudiate  and 
disregard  the  decision  of  the  Essex  South  Conference,  in  October  last,  by 
which  the  action  of  the  aforesaid  majority  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  was 
indirectly,  yet  distinctly  and  absolutely  sustained  — 

Resolved,  2d,  That  in  the  judgment  of  this  Church,  it  is  not  consistent 
with  the  principles  of  order  and  fellowship  in  our  Congregational  churches, 
nor  promotive  of  the  best  interests  of  the  community — to  recognize  the 
claims  of  the  aforesaid  minority  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  to  be  the  origi- 
nal and  undissolved  organization  as  known  and  acknowledged  previous  to 
May  4th,  1847,  when  the  vote  was  passed  which  declared  the  Howard 
Street  Church  to  be  dissolved,  and  no  longer  to  exist. 

Resolved,  3d,  That  until  prepared  to  rescind  the  foregoing  resolutions, 
and  reconsider  the  facts,  which  are  presented  in  the  foregoing  preamble  of 
the  said  resolutions, — it  will  not  be  consistent  or  proper  for  this  Church  to 
grant  letters  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to  membership  with  those 
who  claim  to  be  the  Howard  Street  Church  in  this  city — without  any  regard 
to  the  proceedings  by  which  we  have  considered  the  said  Church  regularly 
and  truly  dissolved. 

Attest,  Humphrey  Cook,  Ohurch  Clerk. 

Sept.   28th,    1849. — At  the  meeting  of  the  Tabernacle   Church   this 
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evening,  the  Committee  on  Br.  Goss's  request  re2)orted  and  the  Church 
accepted  it ;    and  adhered  to  their  former  vote — 

Viz.,  that  under  existing  circumstances  Br.    Goss's  request  cannot  be 
granted. 

Humphrey  Cook,   Church   Clerk. 


No.  3. 
KEPORT  OF  THE  COMMITTEE. 

To  THE  Tabernacle  Church. 

The  Committee  appointed  to  explain  to  Br.  Ezekiel  Goss  the  reasons  why 
the  Church  could  not  grant  his  request  to  be  dismissed  and  recommended  to 
the  Howard  Street  Church,  so  called,  have  attended  to  the  service. 

Agreeably  to  what  was  stated  at  the  time  his  request  was  acted  upon,  the 
Committee  informed  Br.  Goss  that  it  would  not  be  at  all  consistent  for  this 
Church  to  grant  his  request,  because  the  standing  of  those  with  whom  he 
desired  to  be  connected  is  considered  by  this  Church  to  be  irregular. 

The  Committee  also  stated  to  Br.  Goss  that  his  own  walk  had  been  irreg- 
ular ;  they  reminded  him  that  he  had  not  fulfilled  his  covenant  engagements, 
inasmuch  as  he  not  only  absented  himself  from  the  meeting  of  the  Church 
which  he  used  to  attend  very  constantly,  but  has  not  for  a  considerable  time 
worshipped  with  the  Church  or  been  present  at  their  communion  season.  This 
absence  appeared  to  be  in  consequence  of  some  offence  which  he  had  taken, 
or  some  alienation  of  feeling  which  ought  not  to  exist,  and  therefore  it  would 
not  be  proper  to  grant  his  request,  even  if  there  was  no  objection  in  regard 
to  the  standing  of  those  to  whom  he  has  requested  to  be  dismissed  and 
recommended. 


Salem,  Sept.  2Stk,  1849. 


Ira  a.  Brewster,     f  ^ 

T         Tj  >■  Committee. 

JONA.   FeRLEY, 


} 


No.  4. 

LETTER  OF  MR.  CARLTON. 

Salem,  Jan.  8,  1850. 
Rev.  and  Bear  Sir : — On  the  morning  after  the  session  of  the  Council  in 
the  case  of  Mr.  Goss,  you  remarked  to  me,  that  the  action  of  the  Council  had 
been  considerably  embarrassed  by  the  intimation  that  Mr.  Goss  was  still 
under  the  discipline  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  ;  i  e.,  that  a  process  of  disci- 
pline had  been  commenced  with  him,  and  was  still  unfinished,  or,  in  other 
words,  had  not  been  finally  adjudicated  by  the  Church ;  and  you  asked  me 
if  this  intimation  was  true,  to  which  I  replied,  emphatically,  that  it  was  wofe 
true. 
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To  prove  to  you  now,  sir,  tbat  the  suggestion  was  not  true,  I  submit  to^ 
you,  agreeably  to  your  request,  the  following  brief  statement  of  facts. 

1.  When  Br.  Goss  first  presented  his  request  to  the  Church  for  a  letter  of 
dismission  and  recommendation  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  no  intimation 
whatever  was  made  by  any  one,  that  any  brother  had  commenced  a  course 
of  discipline  with  him.  And,  besides,  the  pastor  distinctly  stated  to  the 
Church,  that  he  had  intended,  that  very  week,  to  request  some  one  of 
the  brethren  to  converse  with  Br.  Goss  in  relation  to  his  long  absence  from 
the  meetings  and  communion  of  the  Church ;  but  that  the  request  of  Br. 
Goss  had  taken  him  by  surprise. 

2.  After  the  Church  had  voted,  that,  "  under  the  circumstances,"  the 
request  of  Br.  Goss  could  not  be  granted,  he  sent  in  a  communication, 
desiring  to  know  what  "  the  circumstances  "  were.  The  Church  raised  a 
committee,  and  directed  them  to  wait  on  Br.  Goss,  and  give  him  an  expla- 
nation. That  Committee  subsequently  reported  to  the  Church,  in  writing, 
that  they  had  attended  to  the  duty  assigned  them,  and  had  told  Br.  Goss 
that  the  reasons  for  refusing  his  request  were  two  ;  viz.,  that  the  Howard 
Street  Church,  so  called,  was  not  considered  by  them  as  a  regular  church, 
and  that  his  walk  had  been  disorderly.  Br.  Goss  then  appeared  before  the 
Church,  and  asked  permission  to  reply  to  the  two  reasons  assigned  by  the 
Committee  ;  but  he  was  told  by  the  pastor  that  he  could  not  be  allowed  to 
reply  at  all ;  not,  certainly  to  the  first  reason,  because  the  Church  had 
tsiken  Jinal  action  on  the  subject  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and  there- 
fore that  subject  could  not  be  re-opened ;  and  not  even  to  the  second  reason,, 
because  the  Church  had  not  only  brought  no  such  charge,  but  had  made  no 
charge  whatever  against  him.  And  when  it  was  suggested  that  the  action 
of  a  committee  of  the  Church  was,  in  reality,  the  action  of  the  Church,  the 
pastor  replied,  that  the  report  of  the  Committee  had  only  been  accepted,  but 
not  adopted,  and  that,  therefore,  their  action  was  but  the  action  of  individuals, 
and  not  the  action  of  the  Church.  And  Br.  Goss  was  told  by  the  pastor 
and  certain  members  of  the  Church,  over  and  over  again,  that  the  Church 
had  neither  charges  nor  charge  against  him ;  and  accordingly  he  was  not 
allowed  to  make  any  reply. 

3.  After  the  Church  had  refused  to  hear  Br.  Goss,  and  he  had  retired, 
it  was  suggested  by  some  one,  that  his  long  absence  from  the  communion  of 
the  Church  was  wrong,  and  was  a  fit  subject  for  church  discipline.  There- 
upon I  immediately  rose  in  my  place,  and  stated  that  I  hoped  a  course  of 
discipline  would  now  be  commenced  with  Br.  Goss  forthivitk.  The  pastor 
stated  in  reply,  that  there  were  cases,  which,  for  certain  reasons,  ought  to 
be  delayed  ;  and  intimated  that  this  was  a  case  which  ought  to  be  deferred 
to  a  future  time. 

From  these  facts,  you  can  judge  as  well  as  I,  whether  the  intimation, 
which  you  said  was  thrown  out  during  the  session  of  the  Council,  was  true 
or  not. 

Very  respectfully,  yours, 

0.  Carlton. 
Rev.  E.  Beecher,  D.  D. 
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No.  5. 

LETTER  OF  MR.  GOSS  TO  THE  CHURCH. 

Salem,  Sept.  14th,  1849. 
To  THE  Tabernacle  Church. 

Dear  Brethren  : — Deacon  Perley  and  Brewster  called  on  me  last  evening 
■as  a  Committee  of  the  Church  to  explain  the  circumstances  in  the  case  why 
you  voted  not  to  grant  my  request  for  a  dismission  and  letter  to  the  Howard 
Street  Church. 

The  first  reason  they  gave  was.  That  the  course  the  Church  had  taken  in 
regard  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  in  receiving  her  members  was,  that  the 
Church  is  broken  up,  and  therefore  to  be  consistent  with  that  course  could 
not  grant  my  request.  The  second  was.  That  the  Church  apprehended 
that  there  might  be  ill  feelings  towards  some  members  of  the  Church. 
Whether  that  apprehension  was  well  grounded  they  knew  not,  except  my 
long  absence  from  the  communion. 

In  reply  to  the  first,  I  will  inform  the  Church,  that  the  brethren  and 
sisters  that  remain  at  the  Howard  Street  Church  sought  counsel  and  advice 
of  sister  churches  (with  which  you  are  in  fellowship) ,  in  their  trials  and 
difficulties,  and  have  acted  in  accordance  with  that  advice,  and  since  then 
they  have  settled  a  pastor  by  Council  of  sister  churches,  to  which  you  have 
and  are  accustomed  to  dismiss  and  receive  members,  and  to  which  you  also 
were  invited.  You  cannot  therefore  expect  me  to  surrender  my  rights  and 
privileges  to  such  a  plea.     I  therefore  renew  my  request. 

To  the  second,  I  can  only  say  I  know  of  no  unkind  feeling  to  any  member 
on  my  part ;  if  there  is,  or  has  been,  I  wish  their  forgiveness  as  they  would 
Tie  forgiven.  As  for  my  long  absence  from  the  communion,  my  intention 
has  long  been  known  by  a  large  part  of  the  Church,  and  to  the  pastor  for 
more  than  a  year,  and  I  have  communed  with  the  Howard  Street  Church 
regularly  ever  since. 

From  your  brother  in  Christ, 

EZEKIEL  Gos3. 


No.  6. 
CERTIFICATE  OF  MR.  HUMPHREY  COOK. 

1  hereby  certify  that  as  clerk  of  Tabernacle  Church  I  have  furnished  Br. 
Ezekiel  Goss  with  copies  of  the  following  documents,  viz.  : 

1.  The  vote  of  the  Church,  Aug;  25,  1849. 

2.  The  report  of  the  Committee  which  was  appointed  to  state  to  him  the 
reasons  why  his  request  was  not  granted. 

3.  The  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Church  respecting  Howard  Street 
Church,  and  the  second  vote  declining  to  dismiss  him,  passed  Sept.  28, 
1849. 
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4.  The  reasons  put  on  record  for  declining  his  request  for  a  Mutual 
Council,  and  that  these  are  all  the  record  of  proceedings  in  his  case  up  to 
the  20th  of  Nov  ,  1849. 

I  also  certify  that  on  the  26th  day  of  October,  Mr.  Goss  desired  an 
opportunity  in  Church  meeting  to  make  some  communication  to  the  Church, 
touching  their  objections  to  granting  him  a  dismission,  which  was  refused  by 
the  pastor  and  Church,  on  the  ground  that  so  far  as  Howard  Street  Church 
was  concerned,  the  action  of  the  Church  could  not  be  changed,  and,  second, 
that  the  Church  had  no  charges  against  him  that  demanded  any  communica- 
tion from  him.    It  was  repeatedly  said  to  him,  we  have  nothing  against  you. 

HuMPHEEY  Cook. 
Salem,  Dec  26,  1849. 


No.  7. 
REQUEST  OF  MR.  GOSS  FOR  A  MUTUAL  COUNCIL. 

To  THE  Tabernacle  Church. 

Dear  Brethren : — I  have  repeatedly  requested  of  you  a  dismission  and 
recommendation  to  the  Howard  Street  Church  in  this  city.  My  request  has 
a,s  often  been  refused.  I  do  not  now  wish  to  present  further  reasons  for  my 
request,  for  I  am  assured  by  your  pastor  that  there  are  no  charges  against 
me,  and  still  my  request  cannot  be  granted.  I  therefore  respectfully  request 
that  you  will  unite  with  me  in  calling  a  mutual  council  according  to  the 
usage  of  the  Congregational  Church,  to  consider  and  advise  with  reference 
to  the  following  questions,  viz.: 

1st.  Was  I  in  good  and  regular  standing  as  a  member  of  the  Tabernacle 
Church  on  the  25th  of  August,  1849  ? 

2d.  Has  any  thing  taken  place  in  reference  to  the  question  of  my  request 
for  a  dismission  since  that  time  that  renders  it  improper  that  I  should  have  a 
letter  in  the  usual  form  ? 

3d.  Is  the  standing  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  such  that  the  Tabernacle 
Church  ought  not  to  recommend  members  to  its  communion  ? 

I  would  propose  that  the  Council  should  be  composed  of  churches  whose 
ministers  have  never  been  called  to  act  in  the  case  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church  during  its  last  difficulties. 

I  will  be  ready  to  meet  your  Committee  at  any  suitable  time  on  a  few 
hours'  notice,  for  the  purpose  of  selecting  the  Council  and  preparing  the 
letters  missive. 

From  your  brother  in  Christ, 

EzEKiEL  Goss. 

Salem,  Oct.  SOth,  1849. 

N.  B.  On  account  of  business  arrangements  I  would  earnestly  request 
that  the  Church  would  act  on  it  on  Friday  evening  next  at  the  close  of  their 
preparatory  lecture. 
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No.  8. 

ACTION  OF  THE  TABERNACLE  CHURCH  DECLINING  A 
MUTUAL  COUNCIL. 

.    Salem,  Nov.  9,  1849. 
At  a  meeting  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  Friday  evening,  the  request  of 
Br.  Goss  for  a  mutual  council  was  acted   upon,  and  the  following  vote  was 
passed,  viz.: 

"Whereas  our  Br.  Ezekiel  Goss,  has  requested  this  church  to  unite  with 
him  in  calling  a  mutual  council  "  to  consider  and  advise  with  reference  to 
the  following  questions,  viz.  : — 

1st,  Was  I  in  good  and  regular  standing  as  a  member  of  the  Tabernacle 
Church,  on  the  25th  of  August,  1849? 

2d.  Has  any  thing  taken  place  in  reference  to  the  question  of  my  request 
for  a  dismission,  since  that  time,  that  renders  it  improper  that  I  should  have 
a  letter  in  the  usual  form  ? 

3d.  Is  the  standing  of  Howard  Street  Church  such,  that  the  Tabernacle 
Church  ought  not  to  recommend  members  to  its  communion  ? — 

Therefore,  voted,  that  the  following  answer  be  given  to  his  request,  viz. : 

In  regard  to  the  first  of  the  questions,  which  it  is  proposed  to  submit  to  a 
mutual  council,  the  Church  has  not  taken  action  in  a  judicial  manner,  and 
the  hope  has  been  cherished,  and  still  is,  that  both  the  expediency  and  the 
necessity  of  such  action  may  be  entirely  precluded.  If,  however,  the  long 
absence  of  Br.  Goss  from  the  communion  and  meetings  of  the  church  previous 
to  Aug.  25  should  ever  be  brought  before  the  Church,  in  the  regular  process 
of  discipline,  the  Church  has  no  reason  to  anticipate  any  such  difSculties  in 
the  case,  as  would  give  occasion,  in  the  smallest  degree,  for  the  advice  of  a 
council. 

Upon  the  second  question,  which  it  is  proposed  to  submit  to  a  mutual 
council, — the  Church  has  taken  no  action  whatever,  neither  has  any  been 
contemplated,  so  far  as  is  known  to  the  Church.  As,  therefore,  the  subject 
matter  of  neither  of  these  questions,  has  been  adjudicated  in  the  Church, 
nor  even  introduced  into  the  Church  for  the  purpose  of  adjudication,  there 
can  be  no  propriety  in  calling  a  mutual  council  in  such  circumstances  "  to 
consider  and  advise  with  reference  "  to  them. 

In  relation  to  the  third  question,  it  is  true  that  the  Church  has  taken 
action,  and  such  action  as  may  be  inferred  from  the  language  used  in  the 
letter  of  Br.  Goss.  The  action  of  the  Church  however  by  which  the  disso- 
lution of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  May  4th,  1847,  has  been- recognized, 
was  taken  with  much  carefulness  and  under  a  constraining  sense  of  duty, 
to  vindicate  and  support  the  fundamental  principles  and  the  accredited 
usages  of  the  Congregational  order, — as  affecting  the  independence  of  each 
Church  respectively,  and  the  inalienable  rights  of  majorities  in  each  church. 
Until  those  who  now  profess  to  be  the  original  Howard  Street  Church,  as 
if  no  dissolution  had  ever  been  voted,  shall  take  a  different  ground  upon 
which  they  will  urge  their  claims  to  recognition  and  fellowship  as  a  sister 
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cbureh, — the  Tabernacle  Church  cannot,  with  any  consistency  or  propriety, 
acknowledge  their  title  to  such  recognition  and  fellowship ;  so  far  as  known 
to  the  Tabernacle  Church,  there  is  no  existing  occasion  to  submit  its  doings,  in 
respect  to  this  subject,  to  the  revision  of  a  Council ;  neither  is  there  any  such 
occasion  apprehended,  in  the  changes  of  the  future.  While,  therefore,  the 
Church  has  none  other  than  the  kindest  feelings  towards  Br.  Goss,  and  there 
is  not  the  least  desire  to  prevent  a  removal  of  his  relation  of  membership  to 
some  sister  church,  whenever  it  can  be  accomplislied  in  an  orderly  and 
satisfactory  manner,  the  request  of  our  Br.  Gross,  that  the  Church  should 
unite  with  him  in  calling  a  mutual  council,  must  be  declined. 

Humphrey  Cook,   Ghurch  Clerk. 


No.   9. 


ACTION  OF  THE  ESSEX   SOUTH  CONFEKENCE   OP 
CHUaCHES. 

In  October  of  the  year  1847,  the  Essex  South  Conference  of  Churches 
met  at  Swampscot.  The  Howard  Street  Church  sent  Brethren  B.  A.  Gray 
and  D.  Brainard  Brooks,  as  delegates,  and  at  the  call  of  the  names  of  mem- 
bers they  handed  us  their  names  as  delegates.  Objections  were  made  to 
their  having  a  seat  by  H.  P.  Waters,  Esq.,  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
no  church  there.  Their  claim  was  referred  to  a  committee  of  five  under  the 
following  vote  : 

"Voted,  that  a  committee  of  five  be  appointed  to  consider  the  question 
pertaining  to  the  relations  to  this  conference  of  the  brethren  claiming  to  be 
the  Howard  Street  Church,  Salem.  Messrs.  Lawrence,  Cooke,  Field, 
Tolman,  and  Trask,  of  Beverly,  were  appointed  the  Committee." 

Danvees,  October  8,  1848. 

Voted  to  hear  the  report  of  the  Committee  on  the  questions  pertaining  to 
the  relations  of  the  brethren  claiming  to  be  the  Howard  Street  Church,  to 
this  conference. 

REPORT. 

Whereas,  It  is  an  admitted  principle  that  in  the  action  of  Congregational 
churches  laid  down  in  the  New  Testament,  and  in  the  records  and  symbols 
of  our  churches,  that  majorities  govern  :  and  whereas  we  find  no  accredited 
precedents  in  the  usages  of  the  church  to  the  contrary,  and  do  not  feel 
willing  to  institute  one — Therefore,  Resolved,  That  the  claim  of  our 
brethren  to  be  the  late  Howard  Street  Church,  ought  not  to  be  allowed  and 
it  is  not  allowed. 

After  a  protracted  discussion  (from  9  1-2  A.  M.,  to  4  P.  M.)  of  the 
subject,  the  Report  of  the  Committee  was  adopted. 

A  true  copy  of  the  records,  made  by  j^^  ^  Wilder. 
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No.  10. 
RESULT  OF  COUNCIL  ADVISING  TO  THE  DISSOLUTION. 

Salem,  Apkil  14,  1847. 

It  appears  that  the  pastor's  request  for  a  dismission  arises  from  embarrass- 
ments whicli  have  rendered,  in  a  great  degree,  abortive  his  earnest  and 
self-denying  efforts  for  a  course  of  years,  and  which  embarrassments  have 
now  come  to  a  crisis,  so  that  we  can  do  no  less  than  accede  to  his  request, 
and  we  hereby  declare  Ms  pastoral  relation  dissolved. 

We  tenderly  sympathize  with  the  Rev.  Mr.  !RIann,  in  his  afflictions  and 
disappointed  hopes,  and  most  cordially  recommend  him  to  the  churches  of 
Christ,  as  sound  in  doctrine,  earnest,  able  andfaithfid  in  preaclmig  ;  hind, 
amiable  and  acceptable  in  the  relations  of  social  life,  and  heartily  devoted 
to  the  true  ends  of  the  ministry.  And  we  deem  it  due  to  him  to  say,  that 
his  failure  of  the  desired  success  in  extricating  this  church  from  its  embar- 
rassments should  not  be  used  in  disparagement  of  his  m.inisterial  character 
in  any  respect. 

And  since  the  embarrassments  which  have  so  far  frustrated  his  ministry 
still  exist,  without  prospect  of  change,  while  the  Church  retains  its  present 
organization,  we  would  suggest  the  inquiry  whether  the  best  gcod  of  all 
concerned  would  not  be  consulted  by  a  dissolution  of  that  organization,  and 
the  members  connect  themselves  with  other  churches  in  this  city.  A  step 
so  uncommon,  we  think,  is  made  expedient  by  reasons  as  peculiar.  It  is 
not  that  we  think  that  there  is  not  ability  and  piety  enough  to  sustain  the 
enterprise  in  favoring  circumstances.  There  are  materials  of  great  value  in 
this  Church,  but  they  stand  in  such  relations  as  to  hinder  their  efibrts  for 
good.  Nor  is  it  true  that  our  denomination  in  this  city  have  churches 
enough  without  this.  The  prospect  rather  appears  to  be,  that  if  this  is 
dissolved,  a  new  one  will  soon  take  its  place.  We  would,  therefore,  advise 
that  the  present  organization,  if  it  sees  fit,  vote  a  dissolution,  and  if  the 
proprietors  of  the  meeting-house  see  fit,  to  close  it  awhile  and  wait  for  the 
movements  of  Providence,  we  feel  persuaded  that  the  time  will  soon  come 
when  the  way  will  be  made  to  open  it  under  better  auspices.  A  new 
organization  formed  for  the  purpose,  would  of  course  stand  clear  of  most  of 
the  embarrassments  of  the  present. 

We  deem  it  to  be  our  duty  in  concluding  this  Result,  to  call  upon  some 
of  the  individuals  of  the  Church  to  reconsider  the  manner  in  which  they 
have  treated  their  pastor,  during  the  existence  of  the  difficulties  which  have 
given  occasion  to  the  calling  of  this  Council.  Saying  nothing  of  those  who 
have  been  in  fault  in  other  matters,  there  has  been  a  disposition  on  the  part 
of  these,  to  push  some  favorite  points  to  extremes ; — a  want  of  charitable 
construction  of  the  pastor's  motives  and  conduct  in  relation  to  points  on 
which  there  existed  a  difference  of  opinion  between  him  and  them ;  and  a 
deficiency  of  that  kindness  and  courtesy  which  he  had  a  right  to  claim  as  a 
Christian  minister,  and  particularly  as  their  pastor. 

The  Council  hope  that  they  will  see  their  error,  and  that  in  whatever 
future  ecclesiastical  connection  they  may  be  placed,  they  will  seek  to  be 
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possessed  of  a  spirit  of  wisdom,  and  of  a  sound  mind,  and  will  remember, 
that  charity,  kindness  and  forbearance  are  as  important  parts  of  Christian 
character,  as  zeal  in  suppressing  the  errors  and  vices  of  society. 

Parsons  Cooke,  Moderator. 
E.  A.  Lawrence,  Scribe. 


No.  11. 
VOTE  OF  THE  MAJORITY:  TO  DISSOLVE. 

Tuesday  evening.  May  4,  1847,  Church  met  by  adjournment. 

Voted  to  choose  R.  P.  Waters,  Moderator,  pro  tern. 

A.  T.  Brooks  withdrew  his  motion  for  the  previous  question. 

On  the  motion  of  indefinite  postponement,  Voted  in  the  negative. 

A.  T.  Brooks  offered  the  following  amendment  to  the  main  question, 
which  was  accepted  by  the  mover,  as  follows,  after  adopt,  to  read  thus  : 

Voted  to  adopt  the  remainder  of  the  Result  of  Council  and  by  and  with  their 
advice,  this  organization  is  hereby  dissolved — and  that  Deacons  Smith,  Foster 
and  Driver,  be  a  committee  to  grant  letters  of  dismissions  and  recommenda- 
tions under  date  of  May  4,  1847,  to  all  the  remaining  members  of  the 
Church,  to  any  Orthodos  Congregational  Church  they  may  direct. 

The  yeas  and  nays  being  called  for,  the  result  was  as  follows : 

Yeas. — A.  T.  Brooks,  Thomas  Brooks,  Amos  Henfield,  Aaron  Smith, 
Jr.,  John  Kimball,  Wm.  R.  Warden,  Joseph  G.  Porter,  John  H.  Grush, 
Alexander  McClay,  Moses  T.  Upton,  George  B.  Stedman,  Gideon  B. 
Monarch,  Charles  Goodrich,  Elbridge  Guilford,  E.  W.  Fabins,  Isaac  P. 
Foster,  R.  P.  Waters —17. 

Nays. — Daniel  Millet,  Joseph  Hale,  S.  Driver,  Benj.  A.  Gray,  Thaddeus 
Osgood,  D.  B.  Brooks,  E.  B.  Osgood,  Benjamin  Trask,  Eben.  Cleaveland, 
Wm.  P.  Fuller.— 10. 


No.  12. 


VOTE  OF  THE  CHURCH  UPON  THE  PASTOR'S  REQUEST 
FOR  A  MUTUAL  COUNCIL. 

Tuesday  evening,  April  6,  1847. — A  communication  from  the  pastor 
requesting  the  Church  to  unite  with  him  in  calling  a  mutual  council  to 
dissolve  the  pastoral  relation  being  read,  voted  unanimously  to  comply  with 
his  request. 

Voted  to  invite  the  Crombie  Sti-eet  Church,  Salem,  churches  in  Marble- 
head,  Lynn,  South  and  North  Danvers,  and  Washington  Street  Church, 
Beverly,  to  meet  in  council  at  the  vestry,  on  Wednesday,  April  14th,  at 
9  o'clock,  A.M. 
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Voted  to  choose  George  H.  Smith  and  Isaac  P.  Foster  the  committee  of 
the  Church  to  draft,  sign  and  send  the  letters  missive,  and  also  to  appear  before 
the  Council  in  behalf  of  the  Church. 


No.    13. 

PROCEEDINGS  OF  THE  CHURCH  SUBSEQUENT  TO  THE 
VOTE  TO  DISSOLVE. 

A  meeting  for  business  was  held  in  the  vestry  on  Tuesday  evening,  May 
11th,  1847.  The  meeting  was'  organized  by  the  choice  of  Daniel  Millet, 
Moderator,  and  D.  B.  Brooks,  Clerk. 

Voted,  That  we  choose  a  clerk  for  the  Church,  our  former  clerk  having 
taken  a  letter  of  dismission  to  another  church. 

Voted,  that  E.  B.  Osgood  be  Clerk. 

Voted,  to  choose  a  Committee  to  supply  the  pulpit. 

Voted,  that  Joseph  Hale,  Benj.  A.  Gray  and  John  P.  Jewett  be  this 
Committee. 

Voted  to  choose  a  Treasurer  for  the  Church,  the  former  one  having  taken 
Ms  dismission. 

Voted,  that  Dea,  Stephen  Driver,  Jr.,  be  Treasurer. 

Voted,  that  a  Committee  bo  appointed  to  wait  upon  our  former  Treasurer 
to  request  that  the  communion  service  be  put  into  the  hands  of  our  present 
Treasurer. 

Voted,  that  Dea.  Driver  and  Joseph  Hale  be  this  Committee. 

Voted,  that  the  Clerk  be  requested  to  call  upon  Dea.  Foster,  our  former 
Clerk,  and  request  the  records  belonging  to  this  Church. 

Voted,  that  an  Ecclesiastical  Council  be  called  to  examine  the  doings  of 
the  last  church  meeting. 

Voted,  that  the  Council  be  requested  to  meet  on  the  26th  day  of  May 
1847. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  Church  held  May  17,  the  vote  calling  the  Council  to 
meet  on  the  26th  was  reconsidered,  and  it  was  voted  to  fix  the  time  to  the 
28th  of  May. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  letter  missive : 

Rev.  and  Beloved  :  —  Whereas  for  a  year  past  difficulties  have  existed  in 
this  Church  which  have  resulted  in  the  calling  of  two  Ecclesiastical  Councils 
the  second  of  which  dissolves  the  relation  of  the  pastoral  connection  with 
the  Church  and  Society,  and  also  recommended  that  the  Church  take  into 
consideration  the  expediency  of  disbanding  its  organization, — The  result 
of  the  Council  having  been  read  to  the  Church,  the  former  part,  which 
dismissed  the  pastor,  was  unanimously  accepted  ;  a  motion  was  then  made 
to  adopt  the  closing  part  of  the  result,  and  by  its  adoption  to  consider  the 
Church  disbanded.  This  was  strenuously  opposed  by  a  large  minority  of 
the  members  present,  and  various  arguments  were  presented  for  the  consid- 
eration of  the  Church,  tending  to  prove  the  impossibility  of  thus  disbanding 
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a  church  of  Christ  without  a  unanimous  vote.  But  notwithstanding  all  the 
protestations  of  the  minority,  the  vote  was  passed,  seventeen  voting  in  the 
affirmative,  and  ten  in  the  negative,  three  of  those  voting  in  the  affirmative  at 
previous  meetings  of  the  Church,  having  been  dismissed  to  sister  churches, 
yet  they  still  persisted  in  voting  on  the  question,  though  protests  were 
made  against  it.  Several  members,  five  at  least,  would  have  been  2:)resent 
to  have  voted  with  the  minority,  had  not  Providence  prevented.  Under 
these  circumstances  the  vote  was  passed  and  a  committee  of  three  persons  was 
chosen  (tv/o  of  whom  had  been  dismissed  at  their  request  from  the  Church) 
to  give  letters  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to  all  the  members — ■ 
whether  they  asked  for  them  or  not.  This  is  a  brief  statement  of  facts  in  the 
case.  We  are  deeply  grieved,  and  placed,  by  this  vote  of  the  Church  in 
peculiar  circumstances  of  trial  and  affliction,  and  need  judicious  Christian 
advice  in  the  matter,  and  therefore  ask  you  'to  meet  in  Council,  by  your 
pastor  and  delegate,  at  the  vestry  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  on  Friday, 
May  28th,  at  10  o'clock,  A.  M.,  and  review  these  proceedings,  and  adjudi- 
cate thereon. 

Note.— On  the  day  appointed  for  the  meeting  of  the  Council,  Friday,  May  2Sth,  it 
was  decided  that  as  the  number  present  was  not  sufficient  for  a  quorum,  the  time  of 
meeting  be  postponed  to  Tuesday,  June  l-5th. 

At  the  above  meeting  Dr.  Perry  was  Moderator. 


No.  14. 

PEOCEEDINGS  OF  THE  COUNCIL  TO  WHICH  THE  QUESTION 
OF  ACTUAL  DISSOLUTION  WAS  SUBMITTED. 

A  copy  of  the  Result  of  the  Council,  Salem,  June  15th,  1847. 

An  Ecclesiastical  Council  convened  at  the  vestry  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church,  pursuant  to  letters  missive  from  the  Howard  Street  Church,  for 
tl  e  purpose  of  giving  advice  in  regard  to  certain  proceedings  purporting  to 
be  a  dissolution  of  said  Church  against  the  wishes  of  a  minority. 

The  Kev.  Gardiner  B.  Perry  was  chosen  Moderator,  and  Joshua  Leavitt, 
Scribe. 

The  churches  present  were  as  follows  : 

Salem  Church,  Boston. — Br.  David  Pulsifer,  Delegate. 

East  Bradford  Church. — Kev.  G.  B.  Perry,  D.  D.,  Pastor;  Dea.  Ira 
Hopkinson,  Delegate. 

Second  Evangelical  Congregational  Church,  Cambridgeport. — Kev. 
Joseph  C.  Lovejoy,  Pastor ;  Rev.  Joshua  Leavitt,  Delegate. 

Hopkinton  Church. — Dea.  Samuel  Nurse,  Delegate. 

East  Abington  Church. — Kev.  H.  D.  Walker,  Pastor;  Dea.  Elijah 
Shaw,  Delegate. 

Free  Church,  Andover. — Rev.  E.  C.  Winchester,  Pastor;  Br.  John 
Smith,  Delegate. 

Third  Church,  Danvers. — ^Rev.  Richard  Tolman,  Pastor ;  Dea.  Frederick 
Hctwe,  Delegate. 
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Prayer  was  offered  by  the  Moderator. 

The  Committee  who  had  issued  the  letters  missive  presented  the  record  of 
proceedings  had  subsequent  to  the  vote  of  dissolution  passed  by  the  Church. 

The  records  of  the  Church  prior  to  the  vote  of  dissolution  were  read  by 
Mr.  Foster,  the  late  Clerk,  in  whose  hands  they  remain. 

The  Committee  were  fully  heard  on  the  subject  of  the  dissolution  of  the 
Church  ;  and  then  several  of  those  who  had  voted  with  the  majority  were 
heard  at  length.     The  people  then  retired. 

Voted,  That  the  members  of  the  Council  be  called  upon  to  express  their 
views  individually  on  the  case  as  it  stands  before  the  Council. 

The  members  were  nearly  unanimous  in  the  opinion  that  it  is  not  com- 
petent for  a  Church  to  dissolve  itself  by  the  vote  of  a  majority,  depriving 
individuals  of  their  covenant  rights  and  privileges  without  their  consent. 
We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  Church  is  not  disbanded  and  those 
members  that  remain  ought  to  sustain  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of  the 
Church.  And  they  should  humble  themselves  before  God,  and  confess  their 
faults  one  to  another,  and  pray  one  for  another,  until  they  come  to  be  of  one 
mind,  so  that  the  Spirit  may  come  down  upon  them  from  on  high  as  in 
times  past.  Thus  may  the  Howard  Street  Church  be  maintained  to  the 
honor  of  religion  and  the  salvation  of  many  souls. 

Voted  unanimously  that  the  above  be  accepted  as  the  result  of  this 
Council. 

(Signed)  Joshua  Leavitt,  Scribe. 

Note. — The  Rev.  Mr.  Tolman,  of  Danvers,  was  the  memher  alluded  to  ahove  as  at  first 
dissenting.  He  told  a  brother  in  the  Church  the  same  afternoon  in  returning  home 
from  the  Council,  that  previous  to  the  discussions  of  the  Council  in  private  session  he 
was  of  the  opinion  that  a  majority  vote  could  disband  a  Church,  but  after  hearing  the 
discussion  of  the  question  by  the  members,  he  gave  in  and  voted  with  them. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  Church  held  in  the  vestry  on  Wednesday  evening, 
June  16th,  after  the  result  of  Council  was  read  to  the  Church,  it  was 

Voted,  That  the  report  of  the  Council  be  accepted  and  recorded  in  the 
records  of  the  Church,  and  also  be  published. 


No.  15. 
CHUKCHES  COMPOSma  THE  INSTALLING  COUNCIL. 

The  following  is  a  list  of  the  churches  represented  in  the  Council  at  the 
installation  of  Kev.  M.  H.  Wilder  as  pastor  of  the  Howard  Street  Church 
and  Society,  July  10th,  1849. 

Third  Congregational  Church,  Salem. — ^Rev.  Dr.  Emerson,  Pastor. 

Church  in  East  Bradford. — Rev.  Dr.  Perry,  Pastor ;  Dea.  Ira  Hopkin- 
son,  Delegate. 

First  Church  in  Braintree. — Ptev.  Dr.  Storrs,  Pastor ;  Br.  John  Wild, 
Delegate. 

South  Church,  Ipswich.— Bev.  Dlr.  Fitx,  Pastor;  Josiah  KimbaU, 
Delegate. 


Second  Evangelical  Congregational  Church,  Cambridgeport. — ^Rev.  J.  C. 
Lovejoy,  Pastor  ;  Alfred  H.  Orcutt,  Delegate. 

Park  Street  Church,  Boston. — ^Kev.  A.  L.  Stone,  Pastor ;  Dea.  Edwin 
Lamson,  Delegate. 

Third  Congregational  Church,  Danvers. — ^Rev.  James  Fletcher,  Pastor ; 
Br.  Nathan  Tapley,  Delegate. 

Dane  Street  Church,  Beverly. — Br.  Israel  Trask,  Delegate. 

First  Congregational  Church,  Manchester. — Br.  Henry  Kitfield,  Delegate. 

Bethesda  Church,  Reading. — Br.  David  Emerson,  Delegate. 

Church  in  Hopkinton. — Rev.  J.  C  Webster,  Pastor;  Br.  S.D.  Daven- 
port, Delegate. 

Church  in  West  Medway. — ^Rev.  Dr.  Ida. 


No.  16. 
LETTER  OF   DR.   OSGOOD. 

Springfield,  Dec.  13,  1849. 

Dear  Brother: — ^I  received  your  kind  letter  of  the  10th,  and  I  sincerely 
regret  that  it  is  impracticable  for  me  to  be  present  at  the  adjourned  council. 
It  would  give  me  great  pleasure  to  meet  so  noble  a  Phalanx  of  Congrega- 
tional brethren,  as  are  on  that  council.  I  wrote  to  Mr.  Gross  at  first,  stating 
the  inconvenience  under  which  I  should  labor,  and  desired  him  to  make  my 
excuse  to  the  brethren,  intimating,  at  the  same  time,  that  I  would  have 
consented,  but  for  the  fact  that  they  had  a  very  large  and  efficient  council 
without  me.  I  never  have  declined  a  clear  course  of  duty,  and  would  not 
in  the  present  instance,  but  I  have  made  such  arrangements  that  I  cannot 
be  with  you  without  making  a  sacrifice  which  I  do  not  deem  to  be  necessary. 
My  counsel  is  not  needed  to  strengthen  any  position,  which  I  presume  this 
large  and  respectable  and  clear-sighted  body  would  probably  assun)c.  I 
fully  agree  with  you,  that  no  church  should  be  crushed,  which  can  sustain 
the  ministry.  A  minority  have  ecclesiastical  rights  as  well  as  a  majority. 
If  they  desire  to  keep  their  organization,  why  should  they  be  compelled,  by 
stronger  bodies,  to  abandon  it '{  I  recollect  the  ease  of  the  church  in  Kings- 
ton, N.  H.,  under  the  venerable  Dr.  Thayer,  in  which  I  think  there  was 
but  one  male  member  and  about  twelve  females ;  and  when  the  sacrament 
was  to  be  administered,  in  one  instance  at  least,  a  deacon  of  a  sister  church 
was  invited  to  officiate.  That  church  lived,  and  soon  after  the  death  of  the 
good  pastor,  the  seed  he  had  planted  for  half  a  century  or  less,  sprung  up  in 
a  glorious  revival.  I  do  not  understand  why  the  sister  churches  wish  to 
cast  this  church  out  of  the  family  of  our  Lord.  I  have  full  confidence  in 
that  promise,  "  if  any  man  lack  wisdom,  let  him  ask  it  of  God,"  &c.  I  feel 
that  the  great  Head  of  the  church  will  be  with  his  ministers,  will  lead  them 
into  all  truth,  and  make  their  decision,  whatever  it  shall  be,  the  means  of 
promoting  the  glory  of  his  name,  and  the  good  of  his  Idngdom. 

Present  my  affectionate  regards  to  the  brethren,  and  accept  the  assurance 
of  my  confidence  in  yourself  and  all  connected  with  you. 

Rev.  Dr.  E,  Beecher.  Saml.  Osgood. 
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PROCEEDINGS  OF  COUNCIL. 


An  Ecclesiastical  Council  was  convened  at  the  vestry  of  Howard 
Street  Church,  December  4th,  1849,  by  letters  missive  from  Ezek- 
iel  Goss,  stating  that  he  is  a  member  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  in 
good  and  regular  standing,  and  has  requested  a  letter  of  dismission, 
and  of  recommendation  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  which  re- 
quest has  been  refused,  that  he  has  also  requested  the  Tabernacle 
Church  to  unite  with  him  in  calling  a  mutual  council,  and  that  this 
request  has  likewise  been  refused ;  and  he  now  calls  this  council  to 
examine  into  the  case,  so  far  as  to  sustain  the  rights  of  the  churchesj 
and  afford  him  the  necessary  relief. 

The  following  churches  wei'e  represented: 

1.  Salem  Church,  Boston. 

Rev.  Edward  Beecher,  D.  D.,  Pastor, 
Dr.  Ephraim  Buck,  Delegate. 

2.  Randolph. 

Rev.  Calvin  Hitchcock,  D.  D.,  Pastor, 
Dr.  Ebenezer  Alden,  Delegate. 

3.  JMiddUhoro\ 

Rev.  Israel  W.  Putnam,  Pastor, 
Bro.  Zechariah  Eddy,  Delegate. 

4.  Essex. 

Rev.  R.  Crowell,  Pastor, 
Dea.  David  Choate,  Delegate. 

5.  South.)  Ipswich. 

Rev.  Daniel  Fitz,  Pastor, 
Bro.  Daniel  Cogswell,  Delegate. 

6.  Ilopkinton, 

Rev.  J.  C.  Webster,  Pastor, 
Bro.  J.  A.  Fitch,  Delegate. 

7.  Third,  Jibington. 

Rev.  H.  D.  Walker,  Pastor. 


8  Park  Street,  Boston. 

Rev.  A.  L.  Stone,  Pastor. 
Rev.  Louis  D wight,  Delegate. 

Rev.  Mr.  Putnam  was  chosen  Moderator,  and,  in  his  absence, 
Dr.  Ephraim  Buck  was  chosen  Moderator,  pro  tempore;  Rev.  A. 
L.  Stone  was  chosen  Scribe.  Prayer  was  offered  by  Rev.  Dr. 
Hitchcock. 

Rev.  Mr.  Putnam  coming  in,  declined  acting  as  Moderator, 
and  Rev.  Mr.  Crowell  was  chosen  Moderator. 

Voted  that  the  Council  is  now  ready  to  proceed  to  the  consid- 
eration of  the  case  presented  in  the  letter  missive. 

Voted  to  adjourn  to  2  o'clock  in  the  afternoon.  Council  met 
agreeably  to  adjournment  at  2  o'clock. 

Documents  were  then  submitted  showing  that  Mr.  Goss  had  re- 
quested the  Tabernacle  Church  to  unite  with  him  in  calling  a  mu- 
tual council  upon  his  case,  and  that  this  request  had  been  refused. 

Documents  were  also  read,  showing  that  Mr.  Goss  had  repeat- 
edly asked  a  letter  of  dismission  from  the  Tabernacle  Church,  and 
of  recommendation  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and  that  these 
requests  had  been  refused. 

On  Motion,  Voted,  that  Council  adjourn  at  half-past  5,  to  meet 
at  half-past  6  o'clock. 

Voted,  That  the  council  hold  an  adjourned  meeting  in  the  vestry 
of  Howard  Street  Church,  on  the  18th  of  Dec.  inst.,  at  half-past 
10  o'clock,  A.M. 

Voted  to  appoint  a  committee  to  wait  upon  the  Pastor  of  the 
Tabernacle  Church,  and  notify  him  of  the  organization  of  the 
council,  and  of  the  case  under  consideration,  that  he  may  attend 
on  behalf  of  the  church. 

Rev.  Dr.  Beecher  and  Dr.  Alden  were  appointed  said  com- 
mittee. The  hour  of  adjournment  having  arrived,  the  council  ad- 
journed, to  meet  at  half-past  6  o'clock. 

Evening. — Council  met  pursuant  to  adjournment.  The  com- 
mittee appointed  to  communicate  with  the  Tabernacle  Church  re- 
ported that  they  had  had  an  interview  with  the  Pastor  of  that 
Church,  and  that  he  was  understood  to  decline  appearing  before 
the  council,  on  the  ground  that  no  action  of  council  was  called  for 
in  the  premises. 

On  motion,  Voted,  to  advise  Mr.  Goss  to  enlarge  the  council, 
by  inviting  other  churches  at  his  discretion.    Yoted  to  adjourn. 
Attest,  A.  L.  Stone,  Scribe. 

Salem,  December  4th,  1849. 
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Tuesday,  December  18. 
The  council  met  pursuant  to  adjournment,  in  the  vestry  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church — Rev.  Mr.  Crowell  in  the  chair.     The 
following  churches  were  represented: 

1.  Essex. — Rev.  R.  Crowell,   Pastor  ;  Dea.  David  Choate, 

Delegate. 

2.  West  Meadway. — Rev.  Jacob  Ide,  D.D.,  Pastor;  Dea. 

Daniel  Nurse,  Delegate. 

3.  Mount  Vernon,  Boston. — Rev  Edward  N.  Kirk,  Pastor ; 

Dea.  Daniel  Safford,  Delegate. 

4.  Randolph. — Rev.  Calvin  Hitchcock,  D.D.,  Pastor. 

5.  South,  Ipswich. — Rev.  Daniel  Fitz,  Pastor;  Bro.  Daniel 

Cogswell,  Delegate. 

6.  First,  Cambridge. — Rev.  John  A.  Albro,  Pastor;  Dea. 

Charles  W.  Homer,  Delegate. 

7.  Second  Ev.,  Cambridgeport. — Rev.  J.  C.  Lovejoy,  Pas- 

tor ;  Bro.  Francis  Hunt,  Delegate. 

8.  East  Mington. — Rev.   H.  D.   Walker,    Pastor  ;   Dea. 

Elijah  Shaw,  Delegate. 

9.  Salem  Church,  Boston, — Rev.  Edward  Beecher,  D.D., 

Pastor  ;  Dr.  Ephraim  Buck,  Delegate. 

10.  First,  Ipswich. — Rev.  David  T.  Kimball,  Pastor;  Bro. 

George  W.  Heard,  Delegate. 

11.  Braintree.—Rev.  R.    S.    Storrs,  D.D.,    Pastor;  Dea. 

David  HoUis,  Delegate. 

12.  Rockport.—Rev.  W.  Gale,  Pastor  ;  Dea.  Thomas  Giles, 

Delegate. 

13.  South  Reading. — Rev.  R.  Emerson,  Pastor;  Dr.  Poland, 

Delegate. 

14. — Park  Street,  Boston. — Rev.  A.L.  Stone,  Pastor ;  Rev. 
Louis  Dwight,  Delegate. 

15.  Hopkinton. — Rev.  J.  C.  Webster,  Pastor;  Bro.  J.  A. 

Fitch,  Delegate.  ^ 

16. — Middleboro\ — Rev.   Israel  W.  Putnam,   Pastor  ;  Bro. 
Zechariah  Eddy,  Delegate. 

Rev.  Mr.  Crowell  resigned  his  seat  as  Moderator  of  the  Coun- 
cil.    On  motion,  the  resignation  was  accepted,  and  Rev.  Reuben 
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Emerson  was  chosen  Moderator.  Prayer  was  offered  by  Rev. 
Mr.  Putnam.  The  Minutes  of  the  last  session  of  the  Council 
were  read  by  the  Scribe.  On  motion,  Voted,  That  a  committee 
be  appointed  to  wait  upon  the  Pastor  of  the  Tabernacle  Church, 
and  inform  him  that  the  Council  were  ready  to  hear  any  commu- 
nication from  him  m  reference  to  the  case  under  consideration. 

Rev.  Mr.  Putnam  and  Rev.  E.  N.  Kirk  were  appointed  such 
committee. 

Voted,  That  Rev.  Mr.  Wilder  have  leave  to  appear  before  the 
Council,  and  present  the  case  of  Mr.  Goss. 

Documents  were  read,  presenting  to  the  Council  the  matters 
submitted  to  the  Council  at  its  last  session.  Voted  to  adjourn  to 
2  o'clock  this  afternoon.     Adjourned  accordingly. 

Council  met  at  2  o'clock.  Rev.  Dr.  Ide  offered  prayer.  The 
Committee  appointed  to  wait  upon  the  Pastor  of  the  Tabernacle 
Church  reported,  that  they  had  had  an  interview  with  Rev.  Dr. 
Worcester,  and  that  he  was  ready  to  converse  with  them;  that  he 
declined  appearing  before  the  Council  or  taking  further  action  in 
the  case  at  the  present  time  ;  that  he  urged,  as  reasons  for  the  re- 
fusal of  Mr.  Goss's  request  of  a  letter,  the  considerations — 1. 
That  Mr.  Goss  was  Hot' in  good  standing  ;  2.  That  the  Howard 
Street  Church  was  not  in  good  standing. 

Voted,  That  we  hear  the  doings  of  the  council  that  advised  to  the 
dissolution  of  the  Howard  Street  Church.  Testimony  was  also 
called  for  in  regard  to  the  action  of  the  church  upon  this "  advice  ; 
also  the  doings  of  a  council  called  to  consider  the  action  of  the 
church  in  voting  to  dissolve  ;  also  the  action  of  the  minority  sub- 
sequent to  the  vote  to  dissolve. 

Voted,   That  the  Council  be  by  themselves. 

The  following  resolution  was  moved  : 

Resolved^  That,  so  far  as  this  Council  is  advised  on  the  subject, 
Mr.  Goss  has  done  nothing  to  forfeit  his  standing  in  his  own  church. 

The  Resolution  was  adopted. 

Moved,  That  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  Council  that  the  vote  of 
a  majority  cannot  dissolve  a  church  against  the  consent  of  a  minor- 
ity, and  it  appearing  that  the  Howard  Street  Church  has  not  been 
otherwise  dissolved,  and  that  the  minority  claim  membership  there- 
in, and  have  acted,  and  still  act,  as  that  Church,  and  sustain  its  meet- 
ings, the  ordinances  and  ministry,  this  council  advise  that  that  church 
has  not  been  dissolved,  but  still  exists  on  its  original  foundation. 

The  question  was  taken  by  ayes  and  noes ;  when  it  appeared 
that  there  were  24  ayes  and  2  noes,  and  the  Resolution  was  adopted. 

Voted,  That  Mr.  Goss  be  advised  to  renew  his  application  to 
the  Tabernacle  Church,  for  a  letter  of  dismission,  and  of  recom- 


mendatjon  to  the  Howard  Street  CJiurch  ;  and  if  his  request  be 
refused,  that  he  be  advised  to  offer  himself  for  membership  to  the 
Howard  Street  Church,  and  that  the  Howard  Street  Church  be 
advised  to  receive  him. 

Voted,  That  a  committee  be  chosen  to  prepare  a  Result  of 
Council.  Rev.  Dr.  Beecher,  Bro.  Z.  Eddy,  Rev.  R.  Crowell, 
Rev.  Dr.  Storrs,  and  Rev.  A.  L.  Stone,  were  appointed  this 
Committee. 

Voted,  That  we  adjourn,  to  meet  at  7  o'clock  this  evening. 

Council  met  pursuant  to  adjournment.  The  commhtee  chosen 
to  prepare  a  Result  of  Council  reported  progress  ;  whereupon  it 
was  voted.  That  when  the  Council  adjourn,  it  adjourn  to  meet  on 
Wednesday,  January  16th,  at  10  o'clock,  A.M.,  at  the  vestry  of 
Park  Street  Church,  Boston  to  hear  the  report  of  the  committee, 
appointed  to  prepare  a  Result  of  Council.  Voted  to  adjourn. 
Attest,  A.  L.  Stone,  Scribe. 

The  council  met  by  adjournment,  January  16,  at  10  o'clock, 
m  the  vestry  of  Park  Street  Church,  to  hear  the  report  of  the 
committee  appointed  to  frame  a  Result. 

There  were  present  the  following  churches  by  their  Pastors  and 
delegates : 

1.  South  Reading. —Rev.  R.  Emerson,  Pastor. 

2.  West  Medivay.~Rev.  Jacob  Ide,  D.D.,  Pastor. 

3.  Braintree.~Rev.  R.  S.  Storrs,  D.D.,  Pastor. 

4.  Randolph.— Rev.  Calvin  Hitchcock,  D.D.,  Pastor;  Dr. 

Ebenezer  Alden,  Delegate. 

5.  South,  Ipsioich.~Rev.  Daniel  Fitz,  Pastor;  Bro.  Daniel 

Cogswell,  Delegate. 

6.  Rockport.—Rev.  W.   Gale,   Pastor;   Dea.    Thos.   Giles, 

Delegate. 

7.  Mt.    Vernon,   Boston.— Rev.   Edward  N.   Kirk,   Pastor; 

Dea.  Daniel  Safford,  Delegate. 

8.  Salem,   Boston.— Rev.   Edward' Beecher,  D.D.,  Pastor; 

Dr.  Ephraim  Buck,  Delegate. 

9.  Park  Street,  Boston.— Rev.   A.   L.    Stone,  Pastor;  Rev. 

Louis  Dwight,  Delegate. 

10.  MiddUhoro\~Rev.   Israel  W.  Putnam,   Pastor;    Bro. 

Zechariah  Eddy,  Delegate. 

11.  Hopkinton.     Rev.  J.  C.  Webster,  Pastor;  Bro.  J.  A- 

-titch.  Delegate. 

12.  Cambridgeport.—Rev.  J.  C.  Lovejoy,  Pastor. 
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Rev.  Mr.  Emerson  in  the  chair.  Prayer  was  offered  by  Rev. 
Mr.  Putnam.  The  minutes  of  the  last  meeting  of  the  council 
were  read  by  the  Scribe  and  approved. 

Voted,  That  the  Council  be  by  themselves. 

Rev.  Dr.  Beecher,  chairman  of  the  committee  to  prepare  a 
Result,  presented  the  report  of  the  committee. 

Voted,  That  the  report  of  the  committee  be  accepted. 

Moved,  That  the  report  be  adopted  as  the  Result  of  the  Coun- 
cil.    Carried  with  two  dissenting  votes.* 

Rev.  Dr.  Hitchcock  presented  and  read  a  remonstrance  against 
the  action  of  the  Council. 

Minutes  approved.     Voted  to  dissolve. 

Attest,  A.  L.  Stone,  Scribe 

*  One  of  these  dissentients  expressed  his  conviction  that  the  Howard  Street  Church 
was  not  dissolved  in  fact,  and  his  accordance  vi^ith  the  main  principles  of  the  report, 
but  for  particular  reasons  he  declined  voting  for  the  result  as  a  whole. 


EESULT. 

The  questions  of  principle  concerning  which  this  council  is  called 
to  advise,  grow  out  of  the  refusal  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  in 
Salem  to  grant  a  letter  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to  one 
of  their  members,  Mr.  Ezekiel  Goss,  to  the  Howard  Street 
Church*  on  the  following  alleged  grounds: 

1 .  That  that  church  was  dissolved  by  a  vote  of  a  majority  of 
the  Church  in  accordance  with  the  advice  of  a  mutual  council. 

2.  That  die  Essex  South  Conference  had  sustained  the  vahdity 
of  the  action  of  the  aforesaid  majority. 

3.  That  it  is  not  consistent  with  the  principles  of  order  and 
fellowship  in  our  Congregational  churches,  nor  promotive  of  the 
best  interests  of  the  community,  to  recognizes  the  claims  of  those 
who  now  assume  to  be  the  original  Howard  Street  Church,  as  vahd.f 

It  was  also  made  manifest  to  the  council,  that  these  were  the  only 
grounds  on  which  the  letter  was  refused,  no  other  cause  being 
assigned  in  the  documents  of  the  church. 

It  was  indeed  reported  by  the  committee  of  the  church,  that 
they  had  intimated  to  him  that  his  absence  from  church  meetings, 
public  worship  and  the  sacramental  seasons  of  the  church, was  irreg- 
ular and  contrary  to  his  covenant,  and  seemed  to  proceed  from  alien- 
ation of  feeling,  and  that  on  this  ground  it  was  improper  to  grant 
his  request.:]:  But  he  was  expressly  told  by  the  pastor  that  the 
church  did  not  adopt  or  sanction  this  report. §  Mr.  Goss  stated  in 
a  letter  to  the  church,  Sept.  14,  1849,  "  I  know  of  no  unkind  fsel- 
ing  to  any  member  on  my  part;  if  there  is  or  has  been,  I  wish  their 
forgiveness,  as  they  would  be  foro-iven."j|  In  Oct.  12,  1849,  he 
said  concerning  his  absence,  in  another  communication  addressed 
to  the  church,  "  I  acted  in  good  faith,  supposing  that  I  was  in  order. 
I  was  doing  as  others  had  done  without  reproach.  The  pastor 
knew  of  my  course  and  my  feeling."  He  then  states  that  if  the  pas- 
tor and  others  thought  that  he  was  doing  wrong,  they  ought  in  cove- 
nant fidelity  to  have  admonished  him,  "but  as  it  is,  I  did  not  know 
that  I  was  guilty  until  I  asked  to  be  dismissed,  and  now  I  cannot  see 
it.  I  repeat  that  if  any  have  been  grieved  with  any  of  my  wrong  do- 
ing, I  humbly  ask  them  to  forgive,  and  when  I  am  sensible  what 
the  wrong  is,  I  will  endeavor  to  make  all  suitable  reparations." 

This  communication  however  the  pastor  and  church  refused  to 
allow  him  to  read — and  when  he  desired  to  speak  on  what  the  com- 
mittee had  said  to  him,  they  refused  to  hear  him.  The  reason  as- 
signed for  this  was:  the  church  had  not  adopted  and  thus  endorsed 
the  statements  of  the  committee,  and  that  the  church  had  neither 

*  Appendix  No.  1.  t  No.  2. 
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charges  nor  charge  agamst  him.  It  was  repeatedly  said  to  him,  "  we 
have  nothing  against  you,"*  and  therefore  he  was  not  allowed  to 
speak.  Here  then  a  brother  had  come  before  the  church  desirous 
to  see  his  offence,  if  any  there  were,  desirous  to  confess  and  make 
rej)aration  when  convinced,  desirous  so  to  explain  his  conduct  as  to 
give  satisfaction,  and  yet  was  not  allowed  to  speak,  on  the  ground 
that  they  had  nothing  against  him.  Is  it  right  now  in  such  a  case 
to  hold  back  grounds  of  grievance,  if  any  there  are,  and  to  refuse 
to  hear  any  explanations  or  receive  any  confessions  or  satisfaction 
that  might  have  been  made,  on  the  oft  repeated  ground  that  they 
had  nothing  against  him;  and  yet  to  reixise  him  a  letter,  and  then 
when  he  asks  rehef  of  an  ecclesiastical  council,  to  throw  in  an 
intimation  that  he  Vv^as  under  an  unfinished  course  of  discipline? 
Or  even  to  intimate  that  they  were  about  to  commence  a  course.'' 
But  even  this  last  intimation  was  rebutted  by  direct  testimony. 
For  when  it  was  suggested  to  the  church  to  begin  to  deal  with 
him,  the  pastor  objected  and  they  refused  so  to  do.f 

We  therefore  are  satisfied  that  the  brother  w^as  not  under  a  process 
of  disciphne,  but  is  in  good  and  regular  standing.  Moreover,  as  he 
expressed  sorrow  and  asked  forgiveness  if  he  had  grieved  his  breth- 
ren, disclaimed  all  intention  or  consciousness  of  doing  wrong,  and  of- 
fered to  do  all  in  his  power  to  make  reparation  when  convinced  of 
wrong,  he  did  all  that  he  could,  and  of  course  all  that  any  one 
could  reasonably  demand  to  give  satisfaction  to  his  brethren.  If 
then  the  pastor  and  church  refused  to  receive  satisfaction  when  he 
desired  to  give  it,  it  is  no  part  or  province  of  Christian  discipline 
to  reserve  offences  for  future  consideration,  and  to  intimate  to  him 
or  to  the  council,  that  perhaps,  hereafter,  they  may  call  him  to 
account.  To  do  this  is  rather  to  abuse  discipline  as  a  means  of 
impeding  him  in  securing  his  rights,  than  to  follow  the  law  of 
Christ,  if  thy  brother  say  unto  thee  I  repent,  thou  shalt  forgive  him. 

The  council  is  of  opinion  that  when  a  member  appUe^  for  letters 
of  testimonial  and  of  dismission  and  no  process  of  discipline  is  pend- 
ing against  him,  he  is  entitled  to  receive  them  unless  some  brother 
declares  that  he  is  offended,  and  will  take  immediate  steps  of  gospel 
disciphne  in  respect  to  it.  Otherwise  a  member  could  never  se- 
cure his  rights  so  long  as  either  the  pastor  or  any  other  brother 
saw  fit  to  say  that  perhaps  hereafter  he  should  commence  disciphne. 

As  a  council,  therefore,  we  are  not  called  on  to  interfere  with 
an  unfinished  case  of  discipline.  No  process  of  discipline  had 
been  commenced.  On  the  other  hand,  the  brother  is  in  good  and 
regular  standing  in  his  church. 

We  are  therefore  called  to  consider  simply  the  alleged  dissolu- 
*  Nu.  6.  t  No.  4. 
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tion  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and  the  action  of  the  Essex 
South  Conference  with  respect  to  it,  as  the  reasons  for  denying  to 
Mr.  Goss  a  letter  to  the  Howard  Street  Church. 

It  was  also  made  clear  to  the  council  that  Mr.  Goss  had  proposed 
to  the  Tabernacle  Church  to  call  a  mutual  council  to  advise  with 
reference  to  the  validity  of  these  reasons,*  and  that  they  had  re- 
fused to  accept  his  proposal. f  The  reasons  assigned  by  the  church 
for  refusing  to  unite  in  calling  a  mutual  council  are  in  substance, 
that  their  own  action  with  reference  to  Howard  Street  Church,  was 
taken  with  much  carefulness,  and  under  a  constraining  sense  of 
dut)^  to  vindicate  and  support  the  fundamental  principles  and  ac- 
credited usages  of  our  Congregational  order,  as  affecting  the  inde- 
pendence of  each  church  respectively,  and  the  inahenable  rights  of 
majorities  in  each  church,  and  that  there  is  no  existing  occasion  to 
submit  its  doings  to  the  revision  of  a  council,  neither  is  there  any 
sueh  occasion  apprehended  in  the  changes  of  the  future. 

We  suppose  that  whenever  an  individual  feels  his  rights  invaded 
by  the  action  of  a  church,  similar  reasons  might  be  assigned  by  the 
church  for  refusing  to  unite  in  a  mutual  council.  A  church  will  of 
course  be  satisfied  that  they  have  acted  carefully,  and  under  a 
sense  of  duty,  and  it  ic  natural  to  feel  that  no  advice  is  needed  or 
is  likely  to  be.  But  suppose  that  the  individual  difters  from  the 
church  as  to  what  are  the  fundamental  principles  and  accredited 
usages  of  Congregationalism,  and  believes  them  to  be  violated, 
and  not  defended  by  the  church.^     Has  he  no  remedy? 

If  such  reasons  for  refusing  a  mutual  council  are  valid,  then  in- 
dividuals have  no  possible  mode  left  of  vindicating  their  rights,  and 
nothing  remains  but  universal  and  unconditional  submission  to 
whatever  the  church  shall  see  fit  to  do.  But  it  was  the  express 
design  of  our  ancestors  in  establishing  ex  parte  councils,  to  avert 
such  a  result,  and  thereby  prevent  our  churches  from  becoming 
irremediable  despotisms.  It  is  therefore  plain  to  the  council  that 
a  sufficient  ground  for  convening  us  has  been  made  out,  and  that 
duty  calls  on  us  to  consider  the  questions  at  issue,  and  to  give  such 
advice  as  has  been  requested. 

In  entering  upon  the  discharge  of  this  duty,  we  cannot  but  be 
deeply  affected  with  the  importance  of  the  principles  involved. 
We  are  well  assured  that  a  case  similar  to  the  one  in  question  has 
rarely,  if  ever,  occurred  in  the  history  of  our  churches.  The 
principles  on  which  it  was  attempted  to  dissolve  the  Howard 
Street  Church,  and  by  which  that  act  is  defended,  are  not  only 
novel,  but  in  our  judgement  would,  if  carried  out,  effect  an  entire 
revolution  in  our  churches  as  it  regards  the  import  and  sacredness 

*  No.  7.  t  No-  8. 
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of  the  covenants  by  which  they  are  bound  together;  and  furnish 
a  new  instrument  of  destruction,  to  be  used  in  every  case  of  diffi- 
cuhy  and  division  in  a  church.  Great,  therefore,  as  is  the  re- 
spect and  affection  with  which  we  regard  the  brethren  who  have 
introduced  and  are  attempting  to  defend  these  new  doctrines  in  our 
churches,  we  feel  constrained  to  do  all  in  our  power  to  subject 
them  to  a  thorough  scrutiny,  and  to  call  on  our  churches  decidedly 
to  reject  them,  as  at  war  with  the  fundamental  principles  of  our 
system,  and  the  obvious  dictates  of  truth  and  righteousness. 

And  inasmuch  as  the  Tabernacle  Church  has  seen  fit  to  appeal 
to  "the  fundamental  principles,  and  accredited  usages,"  of  our 
churches,  and  the  Essex  South  Conference  has  inimated  that 
"precedents"  sustain  their  decision,*"  we  shall  commence  our 
investigations  by  the  inquiry,  what  these  "fundamental  principles 
and  accredited  usages,"  and  "precedents"  are,  in  the  present 
case  ? 

It  will,  therefore,  be  seen  at  once,  that  the  present  enquiry  is 
not.  Are  our  Congregational  principles  and  usages  right,  and  can 
they  be  defended  by  an  appeal  to  the  bible.''  but.  What  are  they 
in  fact.''  If  our  brethren  shall  ever  see  fit,  professedly,  to  repudiate 
them,  then  it  will  be  time  to  defend  them.  But,  so  long  as  they 
appeal  to  them  for  support,  it  is  only  necessary  to  inquire  what 
they  are. 

It  is  obvious,  also  that  the  principles,  usages  and  precedents, 
which  we  are  called  on  especially  to  consider,  are  those  which 
relate  to  the  covenant,  by  which  believers  in  our  churches  are 
bound  to  God,  and  to  each  other. 

We  proceed  with  the  more  pleasure  to  consider  our  fathers' 
views  of  the  church  covenant,  because  it  is  a  point  on  which  the 
founders  of  our  system  were  perfectly  agreed,  and  to  which  they 
attached  the  highest  importance.  With  them  the  covenant  was 
not  only  a  fundamental  principle  of  the  system,  but,  as  they  held 
it,  it  was  the  fundamental  principle  of  the  whole  Congregational 
fabric.  Davenport,  in  his  defence  of  Congregationahsm  against 
Paget,  speaking  of  the  "formal  cause  "  that  is,  the  organizing 
principle  of  the  church,  says,  "  this  holy  society,  the  Church  of 
Christ,  arises  from  the  coadunition  or  knitting  together  of  many 
saints,  into  one  (body),  hj  a  holy  covenant,  whereby  they,  as 
hvely  stones,  are  built  up  a  spiritual  house.  1  Pet.  2:  4,  5. 
Though  a  church  covenant  be  common  to  all  churches,  in  its  gen- 
eral nature,  yet  there  is  a  special  combination,  which  gives  a  pecu- 
liar being  to  one  Congregational  church  and  its  members,  distinct 
from  all  others;  else  how  could  one  church  have  that  power  over 
its  own  members,  which  another  hath  not.'' 

*  No.  9. 
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In  Hooker's  Survey,  Pt.  1.,  chap,  iv.,  the  inquiry  is  raised, 
'  What  is  that  which  makes  the  church  to  be  that  which  it  is  ?  The 
reply  is,  not  invisible  union  and  communion  with  Christ,  put  "mu- 
tual covenanting  and  confederating  of  the  saints  in  the  fellowship 
of  the  faith,  according  to  the  order  of  the  gospel,  is  that  which 
gives  constitution  and  being  to  a  visible  church."  Of  this  their 
antagonists  were  fully  aware. 

Rathband  charged  on  the  Congregationalists,  as  an  error,  that 
they  made  "  what  they  call  the  Church  Covenant,  wereby  all  the 
members  of  the  Society  (Church)  are  united  to  Christ,  and  to 
one  another,"  "absolutely  necessary,  essential,  and  constitutional 
to  and  of  the  true  Church."  Welde  admits  that  this  is  their  view 
of  "a  pure  Congregational  Church,  as  it  is  refined  according  to 
the  platform  of. the  Gospel." 

For  this  principle,  as  held  and  applied  by  them,  they  were 
attacked  both  in  England  and  elsewhere,  by  the  opponents  of  Con- 
gregationahsm.  In  1637,  certain  ministers  in  England  undertook 
to  call  the  New  England  brethren  to  account,  for  opinions  and 
practices  deemed  by  them  "groundless  and  unwarrantable,"  and 
forwarded  nine  positions  of  this  sort  to  them,  on  which  they  de- 
manded their  judgement.  Of  these,  the  sixth  stated  what  they 
deemed  the  unwarrantable  claim  that  no  church  member  could 
withdraw  from  a  church,  ^vithout  leave  first  obtained  from  the 
church.  The  New  England  ministers  admitted  the  principle, 
and  defended  it,  on  the  ground  that  the  church  covenant,  of  necess- 
ity, imphed  it.  This  called  out  a  full  statement  of  their  views  of 
the  covenant.*  This,  according  to  them,  consists  in  four  par- 
tiulars. 

1.  "  Every  member,  at  his  admission,  doth  openly  profess,  and 
solemnly  promise,  that,  by  Christ's  help  assisting,  he  will  not  only, 
in  general,  give  up  himself, — as  to  the  Lord,  to  be  guided  by  him, 
so  to  the  church  according  to  God,  to  be  directed  by  it;"  but 
also,  in  particular,  that  he  will  perform  all  duties  of  brotherly  love 
and  faithfulness  to  the  body ;  as  of  dilligent  watchfulness  over  all 
his  brethren,  thereby  to  prevent  sin  ;  so  of  faithful  admonition, 
after  their  falls,  to  regain  them  to  the  Lord  from  their  sin." 

2.  "  The  engagements  are  not  made  only  by  the  members  ad- 
mitted into  the  church,  but  by  the  church  back  again  to  the  mem- 
bers. So  that,  thereby,  the  whole  church  in  general,  and  every 
member  in  particular,  stand  as  well  in  conscience  bound,  to  per- 
form all  duties  of  love  and  watchfulness  to  him,  as  he  doth  to 
them." 

3.  "  These  promises,  thus  lawfully   and  mutually  made,  that 

*  Written,  in  all  probability,  by  the  celebrated  John  Cotton, 
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members,  as  also  the  whole  church,  are  bound,  not  only  every  one 
for  himself  actively  to  perform  them,  but  passively  also,  to  suffer 
his  bretlii-en  to  do  these  offices  upon  and  towaids  himself.  If  he 
neglect  the  former,  he  shall  falsify  his  covenant,  so  solemnly,  be- 
fore God,  angels  and  men,  made ;  and  so  not  only  break  his 
promise  to  his  brethren,  contrary  to  Ps.  15  :  4,  but  also,  in  some 
sort,  commit  the  sin  of  Ananias  and  Sapphira,  in  lying  against  the 
Holy  Ghost,  condemned  and  severely  punished  by  God's  o\^m 
hand.  If  he  fail  in  the  latter,  he  shall  not  only  be  guilty  of  the 
same  sin  of  breach  of  covenant  with  God  and  man,  as  in  the  for- 
mer, but  shall  also  be  guilty  of  this  folly  of  despising  council,  so 
much  condemned,  and  shall  also  proclaim  this  his  folly  and  pride, 
by  showing  to  all  the  church  that  he  is  wise  in  his  own  eyes,  and 
leans  to  his  own  wisdom,  both  reproved  in  Prov.  3:  7,  and  23:  4." 

4.  From  all  these  things  premised,  it  appears  that  we  can  do  no 
less — and  yet  we  do  no  more  than,  first,  require  a  member,  before 
he  depart,  according  to  our  covenant,  thus  lawfully,  deliberately, 
and  mutually  made,  to  express  to  his  brethren  his  desire  of  depart- 
ing, and  the  place  and  society  to  which  he  tends — whether  to  a 
godly  church,  where  he  may  be  edified,  or  to  some  corrupt  assem- 
bly where  he  may  be  destroyed!  and,  secondly,  require  his 
grounds  and  reasons  which  moved  him  so  to  do."  All  of  these 
particulars  are  sustained  by  an  appeal  to  the  word  of  God.  Thus 
did  New  England,  in  a  clear  and  eloquent  testimony,  utter  to  Old 
England  her  deepest  and  most  settled  convictions  as  to  the  nature 
and  effects  of  a  church  covenant.  And  it  here  deserves  especial 
notice  how  clearly  they  enforce  the  truth,  the  mutual  covenant  be- 
tween member  and  member^  is  not  separable  from  the  cove7iant  with 
God,  but  is  a  part  of  it ;  so  that,  to  violate  it,  is  to  lie  to  the  Holy 
Ghost,  as  did  Ananias  and  Sapphira.  In  short  they  covenant  with 
God,  not  only  to  serve  him,  but  also  to  enter  into  a  church  state 
v/ith  each  other,  and  to  fulfil  the  vows  made  to  each  other,  in 
coming  into  that  relation,  so  that  the  covenant  with  man  cannot  be 
broken  without  breaking  the  covenant  with  God. 

It  was  charged  upon  our  fathers  as  an  offence,  that  they  held  such 
views  of  the  covenant.  In  1644,  Rathband  endeavored  to  set  forth 
in  an  odious  light,  the  principles  of  our  New  England  fathers — to 
whom  Welde,  of  Roxbury,  replied.  And  it  is  very  striking,  that, 
among  other  things,  Rathband  quotes,  for  this  purpose,  the  cove- 
nant of  the  Church  in  Salem,  as  follows:  "We  whose  names  are 
hereunder  written,  members  of  the  present  Church  of  Christ,  at 
Salem,  &c.,  solemnly,  in  the  presence  of  God,  &c.,  renew  this 
church  covenant,  which  we  find  this  church  bound  unto  at  their 
first  beginning,  viz.,  we  covenant  with  the  Lord,  and  one  another, 
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and  do  bind  ourselves  in  the  presence  of  God,  to  walk  together  in 
all  the  ways  of  God,  according  as  he  is  pleased  to  reveal  himself 
unto  us  in  his  word  ;  and  after  many  specifications,  'we  promise  to 
walk  with  our  brethren  and  sisters  in  this  congregation  (church), 
with  all  watchfulness  and  tenderness.'"  Here  the  covenant  with 
man  is  included  in  the  covenant  w^ith  God, — "We  covenant  with 
God,  and  with  one  another,  to  walk  together  in  a  church  state," 
is  its  import.  This  same  view,  as  will  appear  elsewhere,  is  found 
in  Cotton  Mather's  Ratio,  in  1776,  and  was  then  the  common  form 
of  the  churches.  We  shall  also  show  in  another  place  that  it  is  incor- 
porated at  this  very  day  in  the  covenant  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  in 
Salem.  Moreover,  this  view  of  their  assailants  charged  on  them  as 
an  error.  Rathband  says,  that  in  their  definition  of  a  covenant,  it  is 
included,  "that  they  bind  themselves  to  the  Lord,  to  walk  in  all 
such  ways  of  holy  worship  to  him,  and  of  edification,  one  towards 
another,  as  God  himself  hath  required  of  every  church,  and  the 
members  thereof." — Apol.  p.  5;  Discov.  of  Gov.  p.  3.  This 
Welde  concedes. 

Such  were  the  views  of  our  fathers  on  this  most  momentous 
theme.  Nor  were  they  heedlessly  formed  ;  for  holding  ihem  they 
were  subjected  to  severe  and  long  continued  attacks,  and  deep 
study  and  earnest  prayer  was  needed  to  sustain  and  vindicate  their 
truth.  Burton  in  his  defence  of  Congregationahsm,  against  Bast- 
wick,  1645,  says:  "Now  the  very  name  of  covenant  is  become  a 
bugbear  to  many,"  and  again,  "you  tell  us  that  our  gathering  of 
churches  hath  no  example  in  Scripture."  Rathband  says,  that 
"the  Apostles  went  a  shorter  way  to  work — because  the  Holy 
Ghost  had  given  them  no  such  direction,  nor  was  this  matter  of  a 
church  constitution  (by  a  covenant)  then  hatcht. " 

In  Hooker's  Survey,  the  whole  of  the  7th  chapter  of  Part  I.  is 
devoted  to  answering  the  arguments  against  their  views  of  the 
church  covenant  alleged  by  Rutherford  and  various  others. 

Finally,  the  same  doctrine  is  embodied  in  the  Cambridge  Plat- 
form, ch.  4:  sec.  1,  2,  3,  where  the  following  words  are  worthy 
of  particular  notice.  After  stating  that  particular  charches  can  be 
known  only  by  their  forms,  they  say,  "  This  form  is  the  visible 
covenant,  agreement,  or  consent,  whereby  they  give  up  themselves 
unto  the  Lord,  to  the  observing  of  the  ordinances  of  Christ,  together 
in  THE  SAME  Society,  which  is  usually  called  the  Church 
Covenant.  For  we  see  not  otherwise  how  members  can  have 
church  power  over  one  another  mutually."  Here  we  see  that 
coming  into  a  chureh  state  is  an  essential  part  of  the  obligation 
assumed  in  giving  themselves  up  to  God,  so  that  the  covenant  with 
him  is  a  covenant  to  enter  into,  and  to  remain  in,  a  visible  particu- 
lar church,  by  a  covenant  with  them. 
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Such,  then,  were  the  views  of  the  fathers  of  our  system,  who 
bore  the  burden  and  heat  of  the  day  in  lying  those  deep  foundations 
on  which  our  churches  have  for  centuries  reposed.  Churches  were 
with  them  no  mere  voluntary  associations  for  mutual  religious  im- 
provement, wliich  those  who  formed  might  dissolve  at  pleasure,  and 
replace  by  what  they  deemed  better  or  none  at  all,  as  they  saw  lit. 
Though  no  man  could  enter  the  church  except  by  his  own  free 
will,  yet  the  church  itself  was  an  ordinance  of  God,  and  it  was  his  re- 
vealed will  that  every  man  who  had  repented  and  believed  in  Christ, 
(and  it  was  every  man's  duty  to  do  this)  should  enter  by  mutual 
covenant  with  some  particular  church  into  church  estate.  Of 
course  when  they  covenanted  with  God  to  do  all  His  known  will, 
whether  it  was  expressly  stated  or  not,  they  covenanted  to  come 
into  church  estate  with  their  brethren,  and  to  remain  in  it.  But 
that  so  important  a  duty  might  not  be  left  to  mere  inference,  they 
incorporated  it  into  their  covenants  with  God. 

Moreover  they  held  definitely  and  decidedly  that  if  not  in  cov- 
enant with  some  particular  local  church,  no  one  had  a  right  to  claim 
any  interest,  or  to  challeng-e  any  privilege  in  any  other  local  church. 
Hence  Hooker,  in  his  Survey,  expressly  says, "  In  the  house  of  God 
we  must  become  covenanting  servants  if  we  have  any  interest  there, 
or  think  to  challenge  any  privilege  there."  In  other  places,  he  and 
others  defend  this  principle  at  great  length,  as  will  hereafter  appear. 

We  are  thus  full  in  this  investigation  because  of  the  confident 
appeal  of  our  brethren  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  to  "the  funda- 
mental principles  and  accredited  usages  of  our  churches."  We 
now  see  clearly  what  they  are. 

We  moreover  give  prominenceto  this  part  of  the  subject,  be- 
cause those  who  defend  the  power  of  a  majority  to  dissolve  the 
Howard  S treat  Church,  have  found  it  necessary  explicitly  to  deny, 
and  argue  against  these  very  foundation  principles  of  the  Congrega- 
tional system — so  that  a  more  fundamental  issue  cannot  be  raised. 
If  they  are  right,  all  of  our  fathers  were  wrong — Mather,  and 
Cotton,  and  Hooker,  and  Davenport,  and  Welde,  and  the  framers 
of  the  Cambridge  Platform,  and  the  New  England  ministers  who 
defended  our  pohty  against  assailants  in  old  England,  and  the  an- 
cient church  of  Salem,  and  all  our  ancient  churches,  and  even  the 
fathers  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  in  Salem, — these  are  all  of  them 
wrong,  and  the  antagonists  of  Congregationalism  are  right.  All 
this  may  be,  and  if  it  is  so,  then  let  our  foundation  principles  be 
overthrown,  and  a  new  system  be  built  upon  better.  But  let  not 
such  a  work  be  called  a  defence  of  our  "  fundamental  principles 
and  accredited  usages,"  but  a  work  of  radical  reform,  and  its  au- 
thors radical  reformers. 
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Again,  we  give  prominence  to  these  principles  because  the  whole 
issue  depends  on  them.  Here  is  the  great  hinge  on  which  the  whole 
discussion  turns,  and  we  cannot  place  it  in  a  light  too  clear  and  vivid. 

And  now  we  remark  that  of  this  kind  was  the  covenant  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church,  only  as  it  might  seem  with  a  providential 
foresight  of  such  a  crisis  as  the  present,  they  were  guided  to  insert 
stipulations  rising  in  intensity  above  all  that  is  found  elsewise. — 
After  the  usual  covenant  with  God  and  the  church  they  bind  the 
vows  already  assumed  by  assenting  to  the  following  affecting  pledge. 

"  In  reliance  on  that  grace  which  is  able  to  keep  you  from  fall- 
ing, you  receive  the  covenant  promises,  and  a  covenant  God  as 
yours  forever,  and  set  your  seal  to  a  full  determination  that  in  hfe 
and  in  death  you  will  be  faithful  to  this  covenant.  This  people  is 
your  people,  and  this  God  is  your  God.  Thus  you  promise  and 
declare."  Then  the  reciprocal  vows  of  the  church  are  assumed, 
and  a  title  to  all  the  privileges  of  the  church  estate  is  solemnly 
given,  before  God,  angels  and  men.  As  to  the  nature  and  import 
of  the  covenant  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  there  can,  then, 
be  no  shadow  of  a  doubt. 

We  next  proceed  to  consider  the  principles  and  usages  of  our 
system,  as  to  a  transfer  of  covenant  relations  from  one  particular 
church  to  another.  And  here  the  case  is  no  less  clear.  It  of 
necessity  flows  from  the  preceeding  views  of  the  covenant,  and  is 
in  universal  accordance  with  the  fundamental  principles  and  accred- 
ited usages  of  our  system,  that  the  only  ways  to  cease  to  be  a 
member  of  any  particular  church  are  these: 

1.  By  a  letter  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to  another 
church,  given  on  this  condition, — that  not  until  the  person  recom- 
mended is  received  by  such  church  shall  his  existing  membership 
cease. 

2.  By  the  act  of  God,  calling  the  person  home  by  death. 

3.  By  excommunication,  for  offences,  properly  charged  and 
proved. 

The  Cambridge  Platform  is  full  and  decided  to  this  efiect. 
"Order  requires  that  a  member  removing  have  letters  testimonial 
and  of  dismission  from  the  church  whereof  he  yet  is,  unto  the 
church  whereunto  he  desireth  to  be  joined.  Until  the  person  dis- 
missed be  received  into  another  church,  he  ceaseth  not,  by  his  let- 
ters of  dismission,  to  be  a  member  of  the  church  whereof  he  was. 
The  church  cannot  make  a  member  no  member,  but  by 
excommunication." 

These  then  are  the  only  modes  of  leaving  the  church ;  and  till 
it  is  thus  left,  all  who  are  in  it  are  bound  not  only  to  God  to  re- 
main in  covenant  with  each  other,  but  also  to  each  other,  by  the 
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mutual  vows  which  they  have  assumed.  Each  individual  has  cov- 
enanted with  God,  and  with  each  in  the  church,  to  watch  over 
them  and  seek  their  good  according  to  his  abihty.  Out  of  this 
covenant  grows  the  right  and  duty  of  mutual  exhortation,  and,  if 
need  be,  of  reproof  and  discipline.  To  be  in  such  covenant  our  fa- 
thers justly  regarded  as  one  of  the  highest  privileges  that  can  be  en- 
joyed on  earth;  to  be  the  subject  of  such  watchful  care,  is  one  of  the 
highest  necessities  of  a  Christian  in  this  world  of  trial  and  temptation. 

What,  then,  are  we  to  understand  by  the  alleged  dissolution  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church?  Is  it  that  all  of  the  members,  by  advice 
of  council  sought  and  received  letters  to  other  churches,  and  were 
by  them  received,  and  thus  the  Howard  Street  Church  ceased  to 
exist?  Had  this  been  done,  no  covenant  obligations  had  been  vi- 
olated, no  principles  of  Congregationalism  had  been  contravened. 
But  this  is  not  what  the  council  recommended.  This  is  not  what 
the  church  did.  The  reason  is  plain-  All  of  the  members  did 
not  desire  to  do  it.  The  Howard  Street  Church  were  not  so  re- 
duced in  numbers  and  resources,  nor  were  they  so  deficient  in 
piety,  that  they  could  not  sustain  the  preaching  of  the  gospel,  and 
the  ordinances  of  the  church.  Nor  was  it  true  that  the  public 
good  did  not  require  a  church  where  the  Howard  Street  Church 
stood.  All  this  the  council  which  advised  the  dissolution  expressly 
state.  The  thing  which  the  council  deemed  expedient,  was  in 
some  way  to  get  rid  of  this  church,  as  it  was  then  organized,  in 
order  that  a  new  one  might  be  organized  in  its  place,  in  which  a 
portion  of  the  materials  should  be  better,  and  the  whole  church  be 
better  put  together.  This  the  council  expressly  avow.*  They 
tell  us  in  the  first  place,  "  It  appears  that  the  pastor's  request  for 
a  dismission  arises  from  embarrassments  which  have  rendered,  in 
a  great  degree,  abortive  his  earnest  and  self-denying  efforts  for  a 
course  of  years,  and  which  embarrassments  have  now  come  to  a 
crisis,  so  that  we  can  do  no  less  than  accede  to  his  request,  and 
we  hereby  declare  his  pastoral  relation  dissolved.^^ 

What  they  meant  by  the  embarrassments  here  spoken  of  will 
appear  from  the  following  paragraph  in  their  Result. 

"  We  deem  it  to  be  our  duty  in  concluding  this  Result,  to  call 
upon  some  of  the  individuals  of  the  church  to  reconsider  the  man- 
ner in  which  they  have  treated  their  pastor,  during  the  existence  of 
the  difficulties  which  have  given  occasion  to  the  calling  of  this  coun- 
cil. Saying  nothing  of  those  who  have  been  in  fault  in  other  matters, 
there  has  been  a  disposition  on  the  part  of  these,  to  push  some  favor- 
ite points  to  extremes; — a  want  of  charitable  construction  of  the 
pastor's  motives  and  conduct  in  relation  to  points  on  which  there 
existed  a  difference  of  opinion  between  him  and  thera ;  and  a  de- 

»  No.  10. 
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ficiency  of  that  kindness  and  com  tesy  which  he  had  a  right  to  claim 
as  a  Christian  minister,  and  particularly  as  their  pastor." 

V  That  they  contemplated  the  removal  of  these  individuals  in  some 
way  into  some  other  organization,  is  obvious  from  the  closing 
advice  of  the  Result. 

"  The  council  hope  that  they  will  see  their  error,  and  that  in  what- 
ever future  ecclesiastical  connection  they  may  be  placed,  they  will 
seek  to  be  possessed  of  a  spirit  of  wisdom,  and  of  a  sound  mind, 
and  will  remember,  that  charity.)  kindness  and  forbearance  are  as 
important  parts  of  Christian  character,  as  zeal  in  suppressing  the 
errors  and  vices  of  society         "  Parsons  Cooke,  Moderator. 

"E.  A.  Lawrence,  Scribe.''^ 

We  are  now  prepared  fully  to  understand  the  advice  given  by 
the  Council  to  the  church. 

"And  since  the  embarrassments  which  have  so  far  frustrated  his 
ministry  still  exist,  without  prospect  of  change,  while  the  church  re- 
tains its  present  organization,  we  would  suggest  the  inquiry  whether 
the  best  good  of  all  concerned  would  not  be  consulted  by  a  dissolution 
of  that  organizauon,  and  the  members  connect  themselves  with 
other  churches  in  the  city.  A  step  so  uncommon,  we  think,  is  made 
expedient  by  reasons  as  peculiar.  It  is  not  that  we  think  that  there 
is  not  ability  and  piety  enough  to  sustain  the  enterprise  in  favoring 
circumstances.  There  are  materials  of  great  value  in  this  church, 
but  they  stand  in  such  relations  as  to  hinder  their  efforts  for  good. 
Nor  is  it  true  that  our  denomination  in  this  city  have  churches  enough 
without  this.  The  prospect  rather  appears  to  be,  if  this  is  dissolved, 
anew  one  will  soon  take  its  place.  We  would,  therefore,  advise 
that  the  present  organization,  if  it  sees  fit,  vote  a  dissolution,  and  if 
the  proprietors  of  the  meeting-house  see  fit  to  close  it  awhile  and 
wait  for  the  movements  of  Providence,  we  feel  persuaded  that  the 
time  will  soon  come  when  the  way  will  be  made  to  open  it  under  bet- 
ter auspices.  A  new  orgrnization  formed  for  the  purpose^  would  of 
course  stand  clear  of  most  of  the  embarrassments  of  the  present." 

If  all  of  the  members  of  the  church  had  been  willing  to  ask  for 
letters  of  dismission  to  other  churches,  there  would  have  been  no 
need  of  voting  a  dissolution  of  its  present  organization.  It  would 
not  have  been  dissolved.  It  would  simply  have  ceased  to  exist  in 
a  mode  authorized  by  our  system,  and  perfectly  consistent  with  the 
vows  of  the  covenant,  and  then,  if  it  had  been  deemed  expedient, 
a  new  church  could  have  been  formed.  But  it  was  perfectly  well 
known  that  there  was  a  large  portion  of  the  church  who  had  no  de- 
sire to  be  dismissed  to  other  churches,  and  who  would  not  ask  for 
letters.  Moreover  those  individuals  who  were  deemed  an  embar- 
rassment, we  may  well  suppose,  were  the  ones  least  likely  of  all 
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to  ask  for  letters.  The  desired  new  organization  then  could  not 
be  formed  in  accordance  with  the  usual  and  well-known  principles 
of  our  ecclesiastical  platform.  It  became  necessary  therefore  to 
devise  for  the  occasion  a  novel  and  extraordinary  mode. 

The  step,  the  council  admit,  was  very  uncommon.  "  A  step 
so  uncommon  is,  we  think,  made  expedient  by  reasons  as  pecu- 
liar." The  peculiarity  of  this  extraordinary  mode  was,  that  by 
it  the  organization  could  be  dissolved  against  the  will  of  such  as 
would  not  ask  for,  or  take,  such  letters  to  other  churches.  Hence 
proceeded  the  theory  of  the  power  of  a  mere  majority,  by  a  sin- 
gle vote,  at  once  and  utterly  to  dissolve  the  existing  organization. 
Notice  now  the  consequences  that  it  draws  after  itself.  To  make 
this  plan  effectual,  it  is  indispensably  necessary  to  insist  that  the 
dissolution  of  the  Church  shall  not  be  conditioned  upon  the  previ- 
ous reception  of  its  members  into  other  churches ;  for  then,  as 
before,  the  unwilling  ones  would  prevent  the  dissolution,  for  they 
would  neither  take  letters  to  other  churches,  nor  ask  to  be  received. 
The  dissolution  of  the  Church,  therefore,  must  be  absolute  and 
unconditional,  or  the  plan  will  not  gain  its  end.  In  no  other  way 
can  the  old  organization  be  dissolved,  and  a  new  organization, 
formed  for  the  purpose  and  clear  of  the  existing  embarrassments, 
take  its  place.  This  new  theory,  it  must  be  confessed,  was  skill- 
fully framed  for  the  occasion,  and  exactly  adapted  to  gain  ths  end 
in  view ;  and  its  advocates  avow  their  principles,  and  take  their 
consequences,  with  unflinching  and  commendable  consistency. 
Let  us  look  at  its  application.  We  have  considered  the  covenant 
by  which  the  members  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  were  sol- 
emnly bound  to  God,  and  through  God  to  each  other,  and  the 
reciprocal  rights  and  duties  growing  out  of  that  covenant. 

And  now  the  new  doctrine,  concerning  which  our  advice  is 
asked,  is  this,  that  a  simple  majority  of  so  many  of  the  brethren 
of  the  church  as  happened  to  be  present  at  any  legal  meeting  of 
the  church,  had  the  power  totally  to  dissolve  and  abrogate  this 
covenant,  so  that  all  the  members  of  the  church,  brethren  or  sis- 
ters, present  or  absent,  willing  or  unwilling,  and  by  whatever  ties 
of  affection  united,  or  however  strong  their  desire  to  walk  together, 
as  a  church,  in  the  ordinances  of  the  gospel,  though  but  a  moment 
before  in  covenant,  and  members  of  the  same  church,  are,  after 
the  vote,  no  longer  In  covenant,  and  are  members  of  no  local 
church,  and  of  course  are  under  the  covenanted  Christian  watch 
and  care  of  no  human  being  on  earth. 

No  sooner  have  seventeen  men  adopted  this  simple  sentence, 
"  Voted  that  this  organization  is  hereby  dissolved,"  than  the  work 
is  done.     The  church  is  dead.     Its  bonds  are  dissolved,  and  its 
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members  scattered.  A  new  organization  may  indeed,  be  formed 
in  its  place,  but  no  human  power  can  restore  life  to  the  dead.  Our 
fathers  expressed  the  full  conviction  of  all  our  churches,  when 
they  said,  in  the  Cambridiie  Platform,  that  the  whole  church  can- 
not make  even  one  member  no  member,  except  by  excommuni- 
cation, and  excommunication  cannot  be  inflicted  except  for  crime, 
and  after  a  fair  trial. 

But  this  new  doctrine  teaches  us  that  a  mere  majority  of  the 
biethren,  at  a  o-iven  meeting  of  the  church,  although  a  minority  of 
ar  the  brethren  of  the  church,  and  a  very  small  Tuinority  of  all  the 
mlembers,  can,  by  a  single  vote,  make  every  member  no  member 
of  that  or  any  other  church. 

We  do  not  doubt  that  those  who  are  ignorant  of  the  facts  of  this 
case,  will  read  this  statement  with  inexpressible  surprise,  and  per- 
haps, with  no  small  degree  of  increduhty.  It  will  seem  to  them 
impossible  that  intelligent  Christian  men,  much  more,  leading  and 
influential  ministers  in  our  churches,  could,  by  any  course  of  influ- 
ences, be  led  to  assume  such  a  position.  Yet  we  have  simply 
stated  v;hat  an  accidental  majority  of  the  Howard  Street  Church 
profess  to  have  done,  what  leading  ministers  claim  they  had  a  right 
lo  do  ;  and  ^till  more  wonderful,  the  right  to  do  which  they  still  con- 
tend for,  as  essential  to  the  independence  and  inalienable  rights  of 
our  churches  !  The  simple  and  undeniable  facts  of  the  case  are 
these.  The  Howard  Street  Church,  at  the  time  when  the  coun- 
cil advised  their  dissolution,  consisted  of  170  members,  50  of 
whom  were  males.  At  the  time  of  the  disbanding  vote,  most,  if 
not  all  of  these  were  still  members  of  the  church,  for  although 
some  had  taken  letters  to  other  churches,  they  had  not  been  re- 
ceived. This  church,  on  the  evening  of  May  4,  1S47,  by  a  vote 
of  17  males,  was  declared  to  be  dissolved,  in  accordance  with  a 
mutual  council.* 

The  form  of  the  vote  was  this:  "  Voted,  to  adopt  the  remain- 
der of  the  Result  of  Council,  and  by  and  v/ith  their  advice,  th's 
organization  is  hereby  dissolved,  and  that  Deacons  Smith,  Foster, 
and  Driver,  be  a  committee  to  grant  letters  of  dismissions  and  re- 
ommendations,  under  date  of  May  4,  '47,  to  aU  the  remaining 
members  of  the  Church,  to  any  OrthodoxCongregational  Church 
they  may  direct."     Yeas  17,  nays  10. 

From  and  after  this  vote,  it  is  insisted  that  Howard  Street 
Church  ceased  to  exist,  and  that  those  once  members  of  it,  ceased 
at  that  moment  to  be  members  of  any  local  church  whatever.  It 
follows,  of  course,  that  nobody  had  the  right,  by  covenant  vows, 
to  watch  over  any  one ;  and  as  for  admonition,  exhortation,  and 
discipline,  the  entire  ground  on  which  the  right  and  duty  of  exer- 
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cising  them  once  rested,  had  fallen  away.  True,  indeed,  a  com- 
mittee was  appointed  in  the  vote  to  give  letters  of  dismission  and 
recommendation,  to  other  churches,  to  all  who  should  ask  for 
them,  to  be  dated  on  the  night  of  the  alleged  dissolution  of  the 
Church.  But,  according  to  the  new  theory,  they  ceased  to  be 
members  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  even  before  they  had 
asked,  or  could  ask,  for  a  dismission  from  it:  for,  before  the  com- 
mittee could  meet,  the  Church  itself  had  ceased  to  exist.  The 
very  vote  by  which  they  were  appointed  dissolved  the  church. 
Much  more  had  they  ceased  to  be  members  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church,  according  to  this  new  doctrine,  before  they  were,  or  could 
be  members  of  any  other  church. 

Yet  it  is  affecting  to  see  how  the  memory  of  the  good  old  ways 
of  our  fathers  lingered  about  them,  and,  in  spite  of  inconsistency, 
modified  their  speech.  No  one  was  asking  for  a  dismission.  The 
vote  before  the  Church  was  not  to  dismiss  such  as  desired  it,  but 
to  disband  all,  whether  they  desired  it  or  not,  and  this  is  what  was, 
in  fact,  done  on  the  new  theory.  And  yet  the  committee  appointed 
by  this  suicidal  vote,  is  directed  to  give  letters  of  dismission  to  all 
the  remaining  members  of  the  church;  just  as  if,  after  a  church 
was  disbanded,  there  v>'ere  any  resnaining  members — ^just  as  if  it 
were  possible  to  dismiss  any  one  from  a  non-existing  church.  But 
this  amiable  inconsistency  shows  how  hard  it  was  to  forget  the 
good  old  ways  of  our  fathers.  Letters  of  dismission  used  to  be 
necessary  before  these  new  doctrines.  But  how  would  such  let- 
ters, in  this  case,  appear.''  "  When  received  by  you,  their  con- 
nection with  us  will  be  dissolved."  But  the  committee  them- 
selves belong  to  no  church,  and  have  no  connection  either  with 
each  other,  or  with  those  whom  they  profess  to  dismiss.  By  one 
potent  vote,  of  seventeen  men,  all  bonds  have  been  sundered,  all 
ties  cut,  and  every  individual  who  was  once  a  member  of  the 
church,  floats  as  a  solitary  atom  on  the  surface  of  the  ocean  of  this 
cold  world.  The  committee  may  indeed  testify  that  they  were 
once  church  members,  in  good  standing.  Other  churches  may 
kindly  pick  them  up,  and  take  them  in,  if  they  see  fit ;  but  the 
idea  of  receiving  them  by  dismission  from  a  non-existing  Church, 
and  from  which  they  never  asked  a  dismission,  is  too  absurd  to  be 
thought  of  for  a  moment. 

Indeed,  the  committee,  or  some  of  them,  seem  afterwards  to 
have  become  aware  of  the  inconsistency  of  their  position  and  du- 
ties, for  to  this  day  all  of  them  have  never  met  or  acted  together. 
Some  have  received  letters  from  one  of  the  committee,  in  virtue 
of  which,  other  churches  have  admitted  them  to  their  communion. 
Others,  who  maintain  the  validity  of  the  dissolving  act,  remain  to 
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this  day  in  connection  with  no  church  at  all. 

Such  is  a  compendious  view  of  the  facts  and  principles  with 
reference  to  which  we  are  requested  to  advise.  In  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances we  should  have  supposed  it  sufficient  merely  to  state 
the  facts.  Aside  from  the  influence  of  local  excitements,  partic- 
ular ends,  and  personal  committals,  and  on  the  broad  ground  of 
Congregational  principles,  it  does  not  seem  to  us  that  there  is  room 
for  a  moment's  doubt.  And  we  cannot  refrain  from  expressing 
both  sorrow  and  wonder  that  it  has  become  necessary  seriously  to 
argue  a  question  like  this.  But  local  causes  have  given  it  impor- 
tance. New  principles  have  been  introduced.  With  sorrow  we 
say  it,  a  council  led  the  way.  Men  of  talents  and  influence  are 
committed  in  their  defence,  and  even  a  conference  has  sustained 
them  by  its  authority;  although  we  are  happy  to  state  that  at  a 
subsequent  meeting  a  majority  would  have  voted  to  reconsider  their 
decision,  had  not  the  vote  of  the  moderator  produced  a  tie  and 
thus  prevented  it.  Such  facts  as  these  create  an  emergency.  We 
feel  called  on,  therefore,  as  we  value  the  very  life  of  our  system 
and  of  the  principles  of  our  fathers,  to  give  a  careful  and  thorough 
consideration  to  these  new  doctrines. 

In  our  judgement,  therefore,  these  principles  are  utterly  and 
fundamentally  erroneous,  and  the  proceedino*s  in  the  alleged  disso- 
lution of  Howard  Street  Church  are  utterly  invalid,  for  the  follow- 
ing reasons: 

1.  They  are  in  direct  violation  of  the  most  obvious  and  best 
estabhshed  principles  and  usages  of  the  Congregational  system. 

2.  Independently  of  their  relations  to  the  covenant  with  God, 
they  are  in  violation  of  the  obvious  principles  of  natural  right. 

3.  But  especially  are  these  proceedings  inconsistent  with  the 
obvious  and  well  established  import  of  the  covenant  with  God. 

4.  The  principles  and  precedents  thus  introduced  are  most  dan- 
gerous in  their  practical  tendencies,  furnishing  an  instrument  of 
destruction  to  be  used  in  every  case  of  difficulty  and  division  in 
our  churches. 

5.  The  defence  of  them  has  obhged  their  advocates  to  adopt 
principles  hitherto  unknown  to  our  churches  and  subversive  of  our 
whole  system. 

6.  The  main  argument  by  which  the  proceedings  in  question  are 
commonly  defended,  an  appeal  to  the  rights  of  majorities,  is  en- 
tirely devoid  of  force. 

7.  The  dissolving  act  was  improperly  recommended  to  the 
church  by  the  council  which  advised  It ;  the  church  not  having 
voted  to  submit  any  such  question  to  them  for  advice. 

8.  Even  if  on  general  principles  a  majority  had  power  to  dis- 
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band  a  church  against  the  will  of  a  minojity,  yet  in  the  present 
case  the  church  had  estabhshed  by  special  legislation  a  rule  as  to 
the  mode  of  calling  meetings,  and  the  limitation  of  the  powers  of 
majorities,  which  clearly  proves  these  transactions  to  be  invalid. 

1.  From  our  previous  investigations  it  is  plain  that  if  any  prin- 
ciples of  the  Congregational  system  are  obvious,  undeniable  and 
fundament,  they  are  these.  1st.  That  it  is  the  duty  of  all  re- 
generated individuals  to  enter  into  church  estate  in  particular  local 
churches  whenever  God  in  his  providence  renders  it  possible. 
"  All  believers  ought,  as  God  giveth  them  opportunity  thereunto, 
to  endeavor  to  join  themselves  unto  a  particular  church,  and  that 
in  respect  of  all  the  honor  of  Jesus  Christ,  in  his  example  and 
institution,  by  the  professed  acknowledgment  of,  and  sulDJection 
unto  the  order  and  ordinances  of  the  gospel ;  as  also  in  respect  of 
their  good  of  communion,  founded  upon  their  visible  union,  and 
contained  in  the  promises  of  Christ's  special  presence  in  the  church; 
whence  they  have  fellowship  with  him,  and  in  him  one  with  another; 
also,  for  the  keeping  of  them  in  the  way  of  God's  commandments, 
and  recovering  of  them  in  case  of  wandering,  which  all  Christ's 
sheep  are  subject  to  in  this  life,  being  unable  to  return  themselves; 
together  with  the  benefit  of  their  mutual  edification,  and  of  their 
posterity,  that  they  may  not  be  cut  off  from  the  privileges  of  the 
covenant.  Otherwise,  if  a  behever  oifends,  he  remains  destitute 
of  the  remedy  provided  in  that  behalf.  And  should  all  believers 
neglect  this  duty  of  joining  to  all  particular  congregations,  it  might 
follow  thereupon,  that  Christ  should  have  no  visible  pohtical 
churches  upon  earth." — Platform,  chapter  4,  section  6.  2d. 
That  this  is  effected  by  means  of  a  mutual  covenant  with  each 
other,  which  is  enforced  by  the  covenant  with  God,  and  that  the 
organization  of  a  church  cannot  be  effected  in  any  other  way. — 
Platform,  ch.  4,  sec.  1-3.  3d.  When  an  individual  has  come 
into  such  a  covenant  with  a  local  church,  he  cannot  be  thrown  out 
of  it  by  the  church,  except  for  crime,  but  must  remain  in  covenant 
with  that  local  church  till  received  by  another.  Of  all  these  posi- 
tions we  have  already  given  abundant  proof. 

Such,  then,  are  the  obvious  and  well-known  principles  of  our 
system.  And  now  what  can  be  a  more  direct  and  absolute  viola- 
tion of  these  principles  in  every  respect,  than  by  a  single  vote  of 
a  majority  to  dissolve  this  covenant,  and  to  throw  every  member 
of  a  whole  church  into  the  world,  with  none  who  has  a  covenant 
right  to  watch  over,  admonish,  exhort,  or  reprove  them? 

What  if  they  can,  perhaps,  join  other  churches?  They  have 
no  covenant  right  to  enter  another  church,  or  to  enjoy  its  ordin- 
ances.    They  have  lost  the  title  to  church  privileges  with  which 
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with  which  they  were  invested.  If  perchance  they  enjoy  them,  it 
is  a  matter  of  mere  grace  on  the  part  of  other  churches,  and,  as 
we  shall  soon  show,  is  contrary  to  Congregational  order.  More- 
over there  is  none  to  call  them  to  account  if  they  do  not  seek  to 
join  other  churches,  or  if  they  fall  into  error  or  sin.  They  have 
therefore  entirely  lost  what  the  platform  specifies  as  one  of  the 
most  important  ends  of  church  fellowship,  "  the  keeping  of  them 
in  the  way  of  God's  commandments,  and  recovering  of  them  in 
case  of  wandermg,  (which  all  Christ's  sheep  are  subject  to  in  this 
life,)  being  unable  to  return  of  themselves.  Otherwise,  if  a  be- 
liever offends,  he  remains  destitute  of  the  remedy  provided  in  that 
behalf.'^ 

2.  But  in  the  second  place,  thus  to  dissolve  a  church  by  the 
vote  of  a  majority  is  an  entire  violation  of  the  laws  of  natural  right, 
even  if  no  covenant  with  God  were  involved. 

When  two  or  more  individuals  enter  into  a  covenant  with  each 
other,  even  in  worldly  things,  mutual  and  reciprocal  rights  are  cre- 
ated, so  that  one  or  more  individuals  cannot  absolve  themselves 
from  their  obligations  to  the  others,  without  their  consent.  A  ma- 
jority of  a  copartnership  cannot  rescind  their  copartnership  agree- 
ment, or  put  an  end  to  it  before  the  stipulated  time,  without  being 
chargeable  with  breach  of  covenant,  and  exposing  themselves  to 
the  payment  of  damages.  Hence  when  a  man  has  sworn,  even  to 
his  own  injury,  inspiration  tells  us  that  if  he  is  an  upright  man  "  he 
changeth  not." 

Is  this  true  in  the  affairs  of  this  world  .-^  Do  even  the  men  of 
this  world  avow  this  principle.''  And  shall  we  introduce  and  ad- 
vocate a  lov/er  standard  of  morality  in  the  church  of  God,  which 
ought  to  be  the  salt  of  the  earth,  the  light  of  the  world.''  Think 
for  a  moment  of  the  facts  of  the  case.  By  solemn  mutual  cove- 
nant they  had  been  received  into  the  church,  and  declared  enti- 
tled to  all  its  privileges.  They  had  been  welcomed  to  the  fel- 
lowship of  the  blessings  of  the  gospel.  A  fraternal  watch  over 
them  had  been  pledged,  and  a  mutual  pledge  had  been  received. 
What  right  then  has  one  part  of  the  church,  witiiout  the  consent  of 
the  rest,  to  absolve  themselves  from  obligations  thus  solemnly  as- 
sumed .-^  Much,  more,  what  right  have  they  to  arrogate  the  power 
of  absolving  others  besides  ^^themselves  from  their  mutual  vows.'' 
One  of  the  highest  charges  against  the  papal  usurper  has  been  that 
he  has  assumed  such  power.  What  right  have  they  to  declare  that 
even  those  who  desire  to  remain  united  in  covenant  promises  can- 
not.'' What  worse  did  the  man  of  sin  when  he  assumed  the  power  to 
change  the  immutable  laws  of  right.''  It  seems  to  us  that  a  more  direct 
and  palpable  violation  of  the  laws  of  equity  cannot  be  conceived. 
4 
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Civilians  tells  us  that  it  is  a  principle  which  pervades  all  free  gov- 
ernments that  *•'  a  moral  power  equal  to  and  of  the  same  nature  with 
that  which  made,  alone  can  destroy."*  But  a  Congregational 
church  comes  into  existence  by  the  personal  covenant  of  every  in- 
dividual member  composing  it,  with  every  other.  How  then  can 
it  be  broken  up  and  destroyed  without  the  personal  assent  of  all 
the  covenantors?  What  other  moral  power  is  equal  to  this,  and 
of  the  same  nature.  Certainly  not  the  vote  of  a  mere  majority. 
It  exists  by  the  personal  covenant  of  each  with  each,  it  can  cease 
to  exist  only  when  each  releases  each  from  that  covenant. 

Moreover  jurists  inform  us  that  in  a  covenant  three  things  are  in- 
volved: first,  the  agreement;  second,  the  consideration;  third,  the 
things  to  be  done  or  omitted:  But  it  is  self-evident  that  to  take 
aw^ay  the  consideration  in  view  of  which  the  covenant  was  made, 
is  a  palpaple  act  of  injustice.  But  the  right  to  a  permanent  en- 
joyment of  church  privileges  in  a  particular  organization  is  always 
a  consideration  in  entering  into  such  a  covenant.  Without  this, 
property  would  not  be  invested,  or  sacrifices  made.  But  when  the 
covenantors  feel  that  they  can  secure  permanent  covenant  privil- 
eges for  themselves  and  for  their  children,  from  generation  to  gen- 
eration, then  they  will  erect  a  house  of  worship,  set  up  the  table 
of  the  Lord,  open  the  baptismal  font,  and  settle  a  pastor  to  break 
to  them  and  theirs  the  bread  of  life. 

Is  it  then  for  a  moment  to  be  endured,  and  after  all  this  solemn 
covenanting,  the  very  considerations  in  view  of  which  the  cove- 
nant was  formed,  and  sacrifices  made,  shall  be  taken  away.'*  Shall 
a  man  who  is  guilty  of  no  offence  be  told  "  the  privileges  of  this 
organization,  much  as  you  value  them,  and  whatever  sacrifices  you 
have  made  for  them,  can  be  yours  no  longer.  True  you  are  guilty 
of  no  disciphnable  offence.  We  cannot  directly  cast  you  out. 
But  a  majority  of  us  have  concluded  to  break  up  this  organization. 
You  may  go  where  you  please,  but  in  tliis  church  you  cannot  stay." 
Is  it  for  a  moment  to  be  endured  that  such  acts  as  this  shall  be 
done  unrebuked  in  the  church  of  God?  Wlio,  when  members  of 
a  churcli,  brothers  and  sisters,  have  done  nothing  at  all  to  violate 
their  covenant,  has  a  right  to|dispoil  them  of  those  great  spiritual 
privileges  which  w^ere  their  main  consideration  in  entering  into  the 
covenant  and  which  gold  and  the  most  precious  gems  can  neither 
purchase  nor  equal?  The  pretence  of  giving  an  equivalent  for 
these,  by  letters  of  commendation  to  other  churches,  is  no  defence 
against  the  charge  of  injustice.  They  have  now  church  privileges. 
These  belong  to  them  by  covenant.  They  are  their  own.  If 
they  choose  to  keep  them,  no  power  on  earth  has  a  right  to  take 
them  away.    No  power  has  a  right  to  insist  that  they  shall  give  them 

*  Story  and  Rawle  on  the  Constitution. 
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up,  and  take  what  others  are  pleased  to  call  an  equivalent  instead. 
There  is  no  equivalent  when  the  most  cherished  treasures  of  the 
heart  are  thus  rudely  torn  av\'ay. 

3.  Nor  is  tliis  all.  Even  if  all  the  members  of  a  church  were 
willing  to  release  one  another  from  their  mutual  vows,  and  to  throw 
one  another  back  into  an  uncovenanted  state,  they  have  and  can 
have  no  right  before  God  to  do  it.  It  will  be  noticed  that  we  do 
not  say  that  all  the  members  of  a  chnrch  may  not  by  mutual  con- 
sent bring  it  to  a  close,  by  regularly  passing  from  it  into  other 
churches.  In  this  way  no  one  is  thrown  back  into  the  world  in  an 
uncovenanted  state  with  none  who  has  a  right  to  watch  over  him. 
But  we  do  say  that  if  all  of  the  members  of  a  church  were  desir- 
ous to  throw  themselves  out  of  a  state  of  fellowship,  into  the 
world,  by  dissolving  their  covenant,  they  have  no  right  to  do  it. 
Duty  to  God  requires  them  not  only  to  enter  into  church  estate, 
but  to  continue  in  it.  This,  as  we  h<ive  proved,  is  fully 
stated  in  the  Platform,  and  by  all  our  standard  authorities. 
It  is  recognized  in  the  covenant  found  in  Cotton  Mather's 
Ratio,  and  which  was  the  common  form  in  1726.  "  Vv^e 
acknowledge  our  everlasting  and  indispensible  obligations  to 
glorify  our  God  in  all  the  duties  of  a  godly,  and  a  sober,  and 
a  righteous  life,  and  very  particularly  in  the  duties  of  a  church 
state  and  a  body  of  people  associated  for  an  obedience  to  him  in 
all  the  ordinances  of  the  gospel."  It  is  recognized  in  the  cove- 
nant of  the  Tabernacle  Church  in  Salem.  "  We  apprehending 
ourselves  called  of  God  into  a  gospel  church  state,"  and  again — 
"  We  acknowledge  our  everlasting  and  indispensable  obligations 
to  glorify  our  God  in  all  the  duties  of  a  holy,  sober  and  religious 
life.  Depending,  therefore,  on  his  powerful  grace,  we  engage 
to  walk  together,  particularly  in  a  church  state,  in  the  faith  and 
order  of  the  gospel,  as  far  as  we  shall  have  the  same  revealed  to  us 
by  the  word  and  spirit  of  God. 

The  first  church  in  Boston  entered  into  covenant  "in  the  name 
of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  in  obedience  to  his  holy,  wise  and 
divine  ordinances,"  and  "  desirous  to  unite  into  one  congregation, 
or  church  under  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,"  "  solemnly  and  rehgious- 
ly,  as  in  his  most  holy  presence,"  "  promised  and  bound  them- 
selves" to  walk  together  in  church  estate,  and  in  the  discharge  of 
its  duties. 

The  original  covenant  of  the  first  church  in  Charlestown  was  in 
substance  the  same.     At  the  present  time  it  includes  this  passage: 

"  You  do  solemnly  and  religiously,  as  in  His  most  holy  pres- 
ence, covenant  and  promise,  through  his  grace,  to  vv^alk  in  all  your 
ways,  and  in  communion  with  this  particular  church  in  special,  as 
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members  cf  it,  according  to  the  rules  of  the  gospel.  This  you 
severally  covenant  and  engage. 

"  We,  therefore,  the  members  of  this  church,  [here  the  mem- 
ber's of  the  church  n'se,]  do  now  publicly  declare  our  cordial  re- 
ception of  you,  as  members  of  the  church  of  Christ,  and  of  this 
branch  of  it  in  particular. 

"  And  we  covenant  and  promise,  on  our  part,  to  watch  over 
you  agreeable  to  the  directions  of  the  great  Head  of  the  church, 
and  to  treat  you  as  members  in  full  communion  with  this  church, 
and  entitled  to  all  its  privileges." 

The  views  of  the  modern  churches  of  Boston  are  well  repre- 
sented by  the  following  extract  from  the  covenant  of  Park  Street 
Church,  drawn  up  by  Dr.  Griffin. 

"We  welcome  you  to  this  fellowship  with  us  in  the  blessings  of  the 
gospel,  and  on  our  part  engage  to  watch  over  you,  and  seek  your 
edification,  as  long  as  you  shall  continue  among  us.  Should  you 
have  occasion  to  remove,  it  will  be  your  duty  to  seek,  and  ours  to 
grant  a  recommendation  to  another  church ;  for  hereafter  you  can 
never  withdraw  from  the  watch  and  communion  of  the  saints,  with- 
out a  breach  of  covenant. 

"And  now,  beloved  in  the  Lord,  let  it  be  impressed  on  your 
minds,  that  you  have  entered  into  solemn  circumstances  from 
which  you  can  never  escape.  Wherever  you  go,  these  vows  will  be 
upon  you.  They  will  follow  you  to  the  bar  of  God,  and  in  what- 
ever world  you  may  be  fixed,  will  abide  upon  you  to  eternity.  You 
can  never  again  be  as  you  have  been.  You  have  unalterably  com- 
mitted yourselves  and  henceforth  you  must  be  the  servants  of  God." 

In  most  of  the  Orthodox  churches  of  Boston  these  views  are 
explicitely  stated.  In  all  they  are  understood.  And  beyond  all 
doubt  this  is  the  common  understanding  of  our  churches  at  this 
day.  After  the  covenant  of  the  Old  South  Church,  the  follow- 
ing statement  is  found. 

"  This  sacred  covenant  has  been  deliberately  entered  into,  and 
its  high  obligations  voluntarily  assumed,  by  every  member  of  this 
church.  Those  obligations  are  now,  and  will  be  until  death,  upon 
every  one  who  has  assumed  them;  for  he  that  "openeth  his  mouth 
unto  the  Lord,  cannot  go  back."  See  Judg.  xi.  35.  Lukeix.  62. 
Heb.  x.  38,  39.     2  Pet.  ii.  20,  2L 

The  views  of  this  church  of  the  importance  of  the  duty  of 
Christian  watchfulness  over  each  other,  which  is  pledged  in  the 
covenant,  are  impressively  stated  in  the  following  passage: 

"  When,  in  their  company,  converse  frequently  upon  the  things 
pertaining  to  the  kingdom  of  God  ;  and  particularly  of  your  du- 
ties and  obligations  as  the  covenant  people  of  God.    See  Mai.  iii 
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be  of  eminent  service  to  help  the  memory,  in  regard  to  our  cove- 
nant obligations,  as  also  to  quicken  unto  obedience.  Thus,  for 
instance,  when  a  brother  is  observed  to  be  going  into  temptation, 
or  in  present  danger  of  falling  into  some  transgression,  it  is  not  im- 
probable that  these  words,  spoken  in  a  suitable  manner,  in  his 
hearing,  REMEMBER  YOUR  COVENANT,  would  prevent 
his  fall ;  or,  if  he  has  already  fallen,  it  may  be  those  words  would 
be  the  means  of  recovering  him  out  of  the  snare  of  the  devil,  and 
of  bringing  him  unto  unfeigned  repentance.'  " 

If,  then,  it  is  conceded  and  taught  on  all  hands,  that  it  is  a  part 
of  our  covenant  with  God  that  we  \vill  come  into  covenant  with  a 
particular  church,  and  continue  in  a  church  state  till  death,  how 
can  a  church  throw  themselves  out  of  such  a  stale  without  a  breach 
of  covenant  with  God?  Even  if  it  is  done  under  color  of  an  in- 
tent, as  individuals,  to  join  other  churches,  still,  to  dissolve  the 
covenant,  and  to  withdraw  Christian  watch  before  all  are  under  the 
care  of  other  churches,  is  an  unjustifiable  mode  of  doing  it.  Cov- 
enanted duties  forbid  it. 

By  doing  it  they  throw  themselves  into  a  state  in  which  they 
have  no  assurance  that  all  will  ever  be  brought  back  into  a  state  of 
covenant  again.  They  throw  up  their  watch  when  they  do  not  and 
cannot  know  that  grievous  wolves  will  not  come  and  tear  and  de- 
vour the  lambs  of  the  flock,  before  they  are  gathered  into  any  fold 
again.  It  is  on  this  ground  that  the  Platform  denied  that  the  whole 
church  has  a  right  to  throw  up  her  watch  over  even  one  of  her  mem- 
bers, before  he  is  safely  received  by  another  church.  This  is  not  a 
mere  positive  rule,  it  is  based  upon  the  principles  of  eternal  right. 
Much  less,  then,  has  a  church  a  right,  even  by  unanimous  consent, 
to  throw  up  their  watch  over  each  other,  and  leave  every  member 
of  the  church  a  wanderer  in  this  world  of  snares  and  temptations. 
If  any  should  in  consequence  of  such  an  act  fall  into  sin  and  misery, 
and  God  should  enquire  of  any  of  the  former  members  of  the  church, 
where  is  thy  brother  ?  will  it  avail  him  to  say  I  know  not;  am  I  my 
brother's  keeper?  What  if  he  has  voted  to  absolve  himself  from 
his  vows  to  watch  over  him?     Will  God  hold  him  absolved? 

4.  Upon  the  dangerous  tendency  of  the  principles  and  prece- 
dents which  we  are  considering,  fev/  words  are  needed.  Admit 
the  right  of  a  church  thus  to  disband  itself  by  the  vote  of  a  major- 
ity, for  the  sake  of  getting  rid  of  "embarrassing"  members,  and 
what  minority  in  a  time  of  division  or  excitement  would  be  safe? 
One  or  two  bold  and  devoted  men  might  be  very  embarrassing  to 
a  backsliding  and  worldly-minded  majority.  Some  influential  per- 
son who  fears  discipline,  may  regard  those  who  desire  to  bring  his 
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case  up  as  very  embarrassing  elements  in  the  church.  Nothing 
now  remains  to  be  done  buc  to  watch  his  opportunity,  rally  his 
forces,  gain  a  majority  and  vote  to  dissolve  the  church  and  form  a 
new  organization  expressly  for  the  purpose,  in  which  these  embar- 
rassments shall  not  exist.  Is  it  said,  this  cannot  be  done  without 
the  advice  of  a  council?  We  reply,  there  is  no  such  provision  in 
any  of  our  standard  writers.  They  have  given  no  rules  for  dissolv- 
ing churches,  by  repealing  the  covenant.  The  case  of  course 
never  occurred  to  them.  Their  principles  led  them  to  no  such 
results.  It  is  indeed  usual,  but  not  essential,  to  form  a  church  by 
advice  of  council,  with  especial  reference  to  the  question  whether 
it  is  needed.  But  if  a  church  exists  and  is  admitted  to  be  needed, 
and  it  is  in  principle  right  for  them  to  dissolve  themselvcb^  and  re- 
organize again  for  the  sake  of  getting  rid  of  emabrrassing  members, 
then  we  say,  there  is  no  ]}rovision  in  any  of  our  writers  that  for- 
bids them  to  do  it  on  their  own  judgement.  And  even  if  it  were 
orderly  to  do  it  only  through  advice  of  council,  still  they  can  do  it 
without  advice,  or  even  against  it.  Moreover,  in  times  of  excite- 
ment on  disputed  questions  which  affect  many  churches,  the  major- 
ity of  a  church  may  easily  call  a  council  of  such  ministers  and 
churches  as  are  known  to  be  hostile  to  an  odious  minority,  and  by 
their  advice  disband  and  reorganize  again,  leaving  out  the  embar- 
rassing minoritj^.  Who  cannot  foresee  the  end  to  which  such 
principles  would  conduct,  if  once  introduced  into  our  system.'' 
Men  might  virtually  be  excommunicated  without  charge  or  trial,  or 
opportunity  of  defence,  and  in  every  division  and  difficulty,  the 
question  of  dissolution  would  come  up.  Is  it  not,  then,  the  part 
both  of  wisdom  and  duty  to  foresee  the  ruinous  Results  to  which  they 
tend,  and  resist  them  most  strenuously  at  the  outset.-^  One  thing 
is  sure,  if  v/e  do  not  desire  to  Vv'ork  an  entire  revolution  in  our 
system,  and  utterly  to  explode  the  principles  and  usages  of  our 
fathers,  v/e  are  bound  to  regard  these  new  doctrines  with  unmiti- 
gated disapprobation  and  displeasure. 

5.  The  unsoundness  of  the  principles  in  question  is  also  clearly 
evinced  by  the  grounds  which  their  advocates  are  naturally,  and  of 
necessity,  led  to  assume  in  their  defence.  Since  the  right  of  a  ma- 
jority to  throw  a  whole  church  out  of  a  state  of  covenant  fellow- 
ship is  to  be  defended,  it  becomes  necessary  to  depreciate  the  ne- 
cessity and  importance  of  particular  church  covenants,  or  of  being 
in  connection  with  any  local  church  at  all.  The  community  has, 
therefore,  been  told  by  leading  ministers,  in  public  arguments  on 
this  subject,  before  the  pastors  and  delegates  of  a  conference  of 
churches,  and  the  attendant  assembly,  that  the  Bible  nowhere  ex- 
pressly requires  a  covenant  of  the  members   of  a  church  to  walk 
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together  in  the  same  church,  as  essential  either  to  salvation  or  the- 
church  state,  and  that  there  is  no  certain  evidence  that  the  apostolic 
churches  were  so  constituted  by  a  formal  mutual  covenant  among 
their  members  as  to  make  a  dissolution  inconsistent  with  church 
order,  or  their  christian  profession.  Their  covenant,  it  is  intimated, 
was  only  with  their  great  Head ;  they  were  held  together  only  by 
inward  ties  ;  and  worshipped  together  or  apart,  as  the  case  required. 
Of  the  same  nature  is  the  theory  to  which  they  resort,  of  a  mem- 
bership in  a  general  or  Catholic  church,  which  still  continues  after 
a  particular  church  is  disbanded.  In  consequence  of  this,  they 
tell  us,  the  members  of  a  disbanded  church  are  not  unchurched, 
nor  deprived  of  any  of  their  church  rights  and  privileo-es.  This 
membership  in  the  church  general  they  seem  to  think  almost  or 
quite  equal  to  that  in  any  particular  church. 

If  the  question  at  issue  were,  whether  Congregational  views  of 
the  church  covenant  be  right,  ot  not,  and  il  our  brethren  were  ap- 
pealing to  scripture  to  prove  them  wrong, — all  this,  if  true,  would 
be  very  much  in  point.  But  the  issue  being  what  it  is,  viz:  what 
are  Congregational  principles  and  usages? — we  are  not  called  on 
here  to  discuss  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  these  theories,  though  it 
would  be  easy  to  show  that  they  are  utterly  unsound,  it  is  enough 
here  to  remark,  that  they  are  directly  at  war  with  the  principles  of 
our  actual  system,  as  illustrated  by  existing  usages,  and  as  laid 
down  in  all  our  leading  writers.  They  all,  with  one  voice,  argue 
that  the  christians  of  the  primitive  churches  were  united  by  mutual 
covenants,  and  that  the  power  to  watch  over  and  discipline  each 
other,  which  they  undeniably  had  and  exercised,  could  not  be  de- 
rived from  any  other  source.  "We  see  not  otherwise,"  says  the 
Cambridge  Platform,  "  how  members  can  have  church  power 
over  one  another  mutually."  The  platform  also  strongly  incul- 
cates the  duty  of  behevers  "  to  join  themselves  unto  a  particular 
church,"  out  of  regard  both  to  the  authority  of  Christ  and  to  their 
own  good. 

Hooker  calls  die  Presbyterian  theory  "that  a  pastor  can  be  a 
member  of  the  visible  church,  though  he  be  a  member  of  no  par- 
ticular congregation"   (church),  a  "new  paradox." 

He  shows  its  absurdity  thus:  "  All  particular  congregations  are 
all  the  members  that  the  visible  church  hath;  therefore  he  that  is 
not  a  member  of  a  particular  congregation,  is  no  member  of  a  vis- 
ible Church." 

Yet  on  the  Presbyterian  theory,  a  minister  has  ties  to  Presby- 
teries, Synods,  &c.,  and  can  be  disciplined;  but  the  members  of 
a  disbanded  church  belong  to  no  particular  visible  church,  have  no 
tie  to  any  organization,  and  are  liable  to  no  discipline.  Much  more 
would  our  fathers  call  this  modern  theory  "  a  new  paradox." 
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Hooker  also  expressly  states  that  when  we  speak  of  a  general, 
or  universal,  or  Catholic,  visible  church,  the  word  church  is  only 
a  generic  term,  and  that  "  such  a  Catholic  Church  is  never  to  be 
seen  but  in  particular  congregations  (churches) ,  nor  yet  ever  exer- 
ciseth  its  power  alone,  (or  seorsim) ,  but  only  in  the  several  assein- 
blies."  Indeed,  all  of  our  fathers  regarded  the  idea  of  an  organic 
universal  visible  church,  with  officers  and  sacraments,  as  the  very 
radical  error  of  the  papacy.  They  also  rejected,  decidedly,  the 
idea  that  the  right  to  the  privileges  of  the  church  was  derived  from 
union  to  any  kind  of  universal  church,  visible  or  invisible.  We 
have  already  quoted  Hooker  to  this  effect.  Again  he  says  ex- 
pressly, in  discussing  the  issue  between  the  Congregationalists  and 
their  opponents,  "  Confederating  makes  persons  members  of 
visible  churches  ;  those  who  are  not  confederate  we  conceive  no 
members  of  a  visible  church:  and,  therefore,  in  that  condition  they 
have  no  right,  nor  in  a  right  order  can  challenge  the  benefits  or 
privileges  of  members,  nor  can  any  officer  in  a  right  order  dis- 
pense them  unto  such."     Survey,  part  III.,  ch.  2. 

He  states  the  position  of  Hudson,  whom  he  is  opposing,  sub- 
stantially thus:  One  in  a  state  of  membership  with  the  Church 
Catholic  hath  thereby  a  right  unto  all  church  privileges;  and  even 
if  he  see  fit  to  join  a  particular  church,  that  does  not  give  him  any 
new  right  to  church  privileges.  All  proceeds  from  his  member- 
ship with  the  Catholic  Church.  This  he  proves  to  be  "  an  open 
contradiction  in  terms  to  God's  revealed  method." — Survey,  part 
I.,  ch.  15.  Cotton,  in  his  "Way  of  the  Congregational  Churches 
cleared,"  is  no  less  exphcit.  And  the  Cambridge  Platform  teaches 
that  believers,  if  they  are  not  in  church  order,  cannot  enjoy  com- 
viunion  ecclesiastical,  political,  although,  like  the  twelve  disciples 
at  Ephesus  who  had  not  been  regularly  admitted  to  the  church,  in 
the  usual  manner,  they  may  be  professed  believers  in  Christ,  and, 
in  that  sense,  members  of  the  militant  visible  church.  But  regular 
ecclesiastical  communion,  according  to  the  Platform,  belongs  only 
to  such  as  "walk  according  to  the  church  order  of  the  gospel," 
that  is,  in  local  churches.  They  also  expressly  deny  any  universal 
visible  church,  through  union  with  which  believers  can  obtain  a  right 
regular  ecclesiastical  communion  in  local  churches.  This  can  be  to 
obtained  only  through  a  covenanted  union  with  particular  churches. 
— Ch.  2,  sec.  4.  Hence,  as  Hooker  says,  while  thus  not  united, 
no  officer  can,  in  a  right  order,  dispense  church  privileges  unto 
them. 

Such,  then,  are  the  fundamental  principles  and  accredited  usages 
of  Congregationalism  on  this  point,  but  these  theories  of  the  de- 
fenders of  the  church-dissolving  power,  tend  directly  to  lead  the 
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community  to  believe  that  it  is  of  very  little  consequence  whether 
they  are  members  of  any  particular  church  or  not,  or  are  in  a  cov- 
enant or  not,  and  thus  to  aim  a  blow  at  the  very  vitals  of  our 
churches,  and  utterly  dissolve  the  bonds  of  our  whole  system. 
Who  would  have  expected  to  hear  such  sentiments  from  pastors 
of  New  England  Congregational  Churches  ?  How  unsound  must 
be  that  position,  the  defence  of  which  impels  and  obliges  them  to 
promulgate  such  theories.  But,  above  all,  who  could  have 
imagined  that  such  views  could  be  put  forth  under  the  pretext  of 
defending  the  fundamental  principles  and  accredited  usages  of  our 
church  polity  !  Had  they  charged  our  fathers  with  gross  error, 
and  justified  their  antagonists,  and  set  up  the  standard  of  radical 
reform,  all  of  this  line  of  argument  would  have  been  perfectly  con- 
sistent. But  to  claim  to  be  inspired  by  reverence  for  the  funda- 
mental principles  and  accredited  usages  of  our  fathers,  to  engage 
with  all  their  might  in  tlie  work  of  utterly  exploding,  and  abso- 
lutely and  thoroughly  destroying  them,  is  indeed  a  phenomenon 
that  fills  us  with  undissembled  wonder  and  astonishment. 

What,  then,  it  may  be  asked,  can  be  that  main  ground  upon 
which  proceedings  such  as  these  are  defended  ?  Whenever  good 
and  intelligent  men  go  thus  far  astray,  it  is  not  commonly  under 
the  influence  of  absolute  error,  but  of  some  important  truth,  either 
partially  apprehended,  or  appHed  out  of  its  proper  sphere.  So  in 
the  present  case,  the  advocates  of  these  new  doctrines  profess, 
and,  we  do  not  doubt,  with  sincerity,  to  be  swayed  by  a  supreme 
regard  to  the  great  principle,  that,  in  a  Congregational  church,  it 
is  the  right  of  the  majority  to  administer  the  government  according 
to  their  will. 

In  defending  their  course,  the  Tabernacle  Church  appeal  to 
"the  inalienable  rights  of  majorities."  The  conference  also  say 
Jn  their  vote,  "whereas,  it  is  an  admitted  principle  that  in  the 
action  of  Congregational  Churches  laid  down  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, and  in  the  records  and  symbols  of  our  ciiurches,  that  majorities 
govern  :  and,  whereas,  we  find  no  accredited  precedents  in  the 
usages  of  the  church  to  the  contrary,  and  do  not  feel  willing  to  in- 
stitute one, — therefore  resolved,  that  the  claim  of  our  brethren  to 
be  the  late  Howard  Street  Church  ought  not  to  be  allowed,  and  it 
is  not  allowed."  We  are  happy  to  learn  that  all  attempts,  by  the 
pastors  of  churches,  to  exercise  or  estabhsh  a  power  of  veto,  or  of 
suspension,  by  the  pastor,  of  the  acts  of  majorities  in  the  church, 
are  not  accredited  precedents. 

We  are  of  the  same  opinion.     We  not  only  freely  admit,  but 
decidedly  maintain,  that  it  is  a  fundamental  principle  of  our  system 
that  the  majority  shall  govern.     But  all  who  attempt  to  defend  the 
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proceedings  in  question  by  this  principle,  err  in  both  the  particulars 
above  specified.  In  the  first  place,  they  do j  but  partially  appre- 
hend the  principle  to  which  they  appeal,  and  in  the  second  place, 
they  apply  it  out  of  its  sphere. 

Although  the  power  of  government  undeniably  resides  in  the  ma- 
jority, yet  they  can  exercise  that  power  only  within  given  limits, 
and  in  accordance  with  certain  fixed  principles. 

These  principles  and  limits  are   estabHshed  sometimes  by  the 
nature  of  things,  and  the  great  law  of  natural  right,  at  other  times 
by  the  fundamental  principles  of  our  ecclesiastical  system;  at  others, 
by  express  authority  of  the  word  of  God,  and  again,  by  special 
legislation.     Indeed,   it  is   admitted  in  all  equitable   governments, 
that  the  supreme  ruling  power,  whether  a  monarch,  an  aristocracy, 
or  a  democratic  majority,  ought  not  to  have  arbitrary  or  unlimited 
authority  in  government,  but  to  be  limited  within  a  fixed  and  defi- 
nite sphere.     The  inhabitants  of  England  have  well-defined  indi- 
vidual rights,  which  neither  kings,  lords,   nor  commons,   nor  all 
combined,  are  allowed  to  touch.     So.   too,  they  have  equally  in- 
violable civil,   social,  and  religious   rights.     The   constitution  of 
this  nation,  and  those  of  the  particular  states,  set  forth  bills  of  in- 
dividual, civil,  social,  and  religious  rights,  which  no  majority  can 
abrogate.     Moreover,   the  legislation   of  all  the   states  is,  by  the 
national  constitution,   stringently  restrained   within  definite  limits. 
For  example,   the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  cannot  be 
suspended  except   in  cases  of  rebellion  or  invasion.     No  bill  of 
attainder,  or  ex  post  facto  law,  can  be  passed.     The  freedom  of 
the  press  and  of  debate  cannot  be  taken  away.     The  right  to  bear 
arms,  to  assemble  for  discussion,  or  religious  worship,  and  to  pe- 
tition, is  inviolable.     No  title  of  nobihty  can  be  granted.     No  law 
impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts  can  be  passed.     Within  these 
and  similar  limits,  some  established  on  the  ground  of  natural  right, 
others  by  positive  legislation,    majorities  are  obliged  to  act  in  all 
other  states.     Within  definite  limits,  then,  and  in  accordance  with 
certain  fixed  principles,  majorities  rule.     They  would  become  the 
very  worst  of  despots  if  it  were  not  so.       The  difiicult  problem  in 
democratic  governments  is,  not  to  defend  the  rights  of  majorities, 
but  of  minorities  and  of  individuals.     The  strong  are  not  in  danger 
but  the  weak.     Hence,  if  tvhile  all  free  civil  systems  defend  indi- 
vidual rights  and  those  of  minorities,  with  sedulous  care,  Congre- 
gationahsm  leaves  them  without  defence,  a  Congregational  church 
is  the  worst  of  despotism.       If,  while  civil  systems  will  not  allow 
a  law  to  be  passed,  even  by  a  unanimous  vote,  impairing  the  va- 
lidity of  contracts,  Congregationalism  gives  to  a  mere  majority  the 
right  of  utterly  dissolving  the  most   solemn  and  affecting  covenant 
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ever  framed  in  the  universe,  it  would  be  a  system  deserving  of  the 
highest  and  most  unmitigated  execration.  But  it  is  not  so.  Noth- 
ing is  more  notorious,  and  more  universally  admitted  by  our 
churches,  and  all  our  standard  writers,  than  that  the  power  of  ma- 
jorities in  Congregational  churches  is  Umited,  always  by  natural 
right,  the  word  of  God,  the  fundamental  principles  of  our  polity, 
and  often  by  special  legislation,  in  each  church  for  itself.  Illustra- 
tions of  the  truth  of  these  remarks  will  occur  at  once,  to  every 
thoughtful  mind. 

No  majority  has  a  right  to  expel  a  member  from  the  church, 
who  has  been  guilty  of  no  offence — nor  to  expel  any  one  without 
trial,  or  an  opportunity  of  defence.  No  majority  of  a  church  has 
a  right  to  violate  their  covenant  with  God.  No  majority  has  a 
right  to  promulgate  infidel  principles,  nor  in  short,  to  violate  any 
principle  of  that  universal  law  of  right,  by  which  even  the  Judge 
of  all  the  earth  admits  himself  to  be  bound,  and  in  the  universal 
observance  of  which  in  his  own  judgment  his  highest  glory  lies. 
This  truth  is  well  expressed  in  a  manual  of  church  discipline  re- 
cently published,  to  which  we  refer  at  this  time  because  the  origi- 
nator and  advocate  of  the  new  doctrines  which  we  are  considering, 
was  one  of  the  sub-committee  by  whom  it  was  drawn  up,  "  A 
church,"  say  that  committee,  "  is  not  a  simple  unrestricted  de- 
mocracy ;  inasmuch  as  it  is  subject  to  the  authority  of  its  king 
and  sovereign,  who  has  given  laws  which  must  regulate  and  con- 
trol the  acts  of  the  brotherhood."  Nothing  can  be  more  true  than 
this.  And  if  this  is  so,  then  there  are  certain  things  which  not 
only  no  majority,  but  not  even  the  whole  church,  although  by  a 
unanimous  vote,  has  any  power  or  right  to  do. 

And  now  in  all  solemnity  we  ask,  when  or  where  has  the  king 
and  sovereing  of  the  church,  given  even  to  a  whole  church,  al- 
though acting  unanimously,  a  right  so  to  dissolve  a  solemn  mutual 
covenant  to  watch  over  one  another  as  Christian  brethren,  a  cov- 
enant assumed  before  the  universe,  with  this  most  solemn  and 
affecting  pledge,"  I  set  my  seal  to  a  full  determination  that  in  life 
and  death,  I  will  be  faithful  to  this  covenant.  This  people  is  my 
people,  and  this  God  is  my  God.  Thus  I  promise  and  declare," 
so  to  dissolve  such  a  covenant  that  not  one  member  of  that  church 
shall  be  any  longer  in  covenant  with  another,  or  with  any  other 
church  to  which  he  can  say,  this  is  my  people  and  this  is  my 
home  ? 

Much  more  earnestly  do  we  ask,  when  and  where  has  the 
great  Lawgiver  and  Head  of  the  church  given  the  right  to  a  meer 
majority  of  the  brethren  who  happen  to  be  at  a  particular  meeting 
of  the  church,  to  declare  this  covenant    dissolved  throughout  the 
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whole  church,  so  that  not  one  brother  or  sister  is  any  longer  in 
covenant  with  another,  and  that  too  whilst  members  are  protesting 
against  the  act  as  a  violation  of  their  most  sacred  and  cherished 
rights  ? 

Will  it  be  said  in  reply  to  this,  we  cannot  admit  the  principle 
that  a  minority  can  veto  the  act  of  a  majority?  We  reply,  it  is 
not  the  minority  which  in  such  cases  vetoes  the  act,  but  its  own 
intrinsic  unlawfulness.  It  is  at  war  with  the  great  laws  of  truth 
and  righteousness,  established  by  the  King  and  Head  of  the  church 
and  His  authority  pronounces  it  invalid. 

Indeed,  it  seems  to  us  wonderful  that  any  one  should  suppose 
that  it  is  an  essential  part  of  Congregationalism,  that  the  action  of 
majorities  should  always  be  held  valid — and  that  the  Essex  South 
Conference  could  find  no  accredited  precedents  in  the  usages  of 
the  churches  to  the  contrary. 

What  is  our  system  of  ex-parte  councils  but  a  diliberate,  design- 
ed,systematic  check  upon  the  abuse  of  the  power  of  majorities? 
So  Mather  in  his  Ratio  states  the  case,  among  our  earliest  usages 
and  precedent.. 

Upham  also  says,  that  one  great  object  of  Congregationalism  is 
to  preserve  every  individual  in  the  full  possession  of  his  rehgious 
rights,  and  that  ex-parte  councils  were  designed  to  defend  them, 
"  by  checking  the  violent  and  unjust  proceedures  which  so  often 
characterise  a  dominant  party."  Therefore  he  calls  them  "sort  of 
dey-stone  to  the  system,  which  binds  and  consohdates  the  arch  of 
the  fabric,  and  gives  it  strength." 

Punchard  also  says,  that  these  councils  "furnish  an  eflectual 
check  to  the  exertion  of  arbhrary  power  on  the  part  of  a  majority 
of  a  church." 

The  very  genius'of  our  system,  therefore,  requires  that  the  ac- 
tion of  the  majority  in  the  present  case  he  declared  invalid,  as  con- 
trary to  the  laws  of  equity  and  of  God.  Even  if  such  were  not 
the  fact,  it  would  be  invalid  because  at  war  with  the  most  firmly 
established  principles  and  accredited  usages  of  the  Congregational 
system.  We  have  shown  that  nothing  can  be  more  explicit,  noth- 
ing more  universally  recognized,  than  the  principle  laid  down  in 
the  Cambridge  Platform,  "  the  church  cannot  make  a  member  no 
member,  but  by  excommunication."  What  can  be  more  directly 
at  war  with  this  than  to  make  the  members  of  a  whole  church,  no 
members,  by  the  vote  of  a  majority,  or  indeed  by  any  vote  to  all  ? 

7.  But  even  if  it  were  possible  to  admit  the  idea  that  a  bare 
majority  could  disband  the  church  against  the  wishes  and  protest 
of  a  minority,  still  in  this  case  the  facts  are  such  as  to  show  that  it 
has  not  been  regularly  and  properly  done.     Much  weight  has  been 
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attached  to  the  fact  that  a  council  advised  the  dissohition.  But  in 
reply  to  this  it  should  be  said,  that  the  question  was  never  properly 
brought  before  a  council.  There  was  no  vote  of  the  church  to 
submit  such  a  question  to  a  council.  No  one  even  pretends  that 
such  was  the  fact  when  the  church  decided  to  call  the  council. 
They  voted  to  call  a  council  solely  for  the  dismission  of  their  pas- 
tor, Rev.  Mr.  Mann,*  and  appointed  a  committee  to  prepare  and 
send  out  the  letters  missive.  That  commiite,  unauthorised  by  the 
church,  and  on  their  own  responsibility  solely,  inserted  the  clause, 
"and  to  advise  them  on  other  difficulties."  The  church,  there 
fore,  did  not  call  the  council  to  advise  on  this  matter,  and  no  op- 
position was  made  to  calling  the  particular  council  which  met,  be- 
cause it  was  supposed  that  they  would  act  solely  with  reference  to 
the  dismission  of  the  pastor.  Of  this  the  council  were  informed, 
It  was  therefore  out  of  order  for  them  to  recommend  a  dissolution 
of  the  church,  and  their  advice  ought  to  have  no  weight. 

8.  Moreover,  even  if  the  act  of  the  majority  were  not  invalid 
on  these  grounds,  it  is  in  this  case,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  at  war 
with  a  limitation  imposed  by  the  special  legislation  of  the  church 
itself  on  the  power  of  the  majority,  and  with  the  mode  prescribed 
for  calhng  such  meetings  of  the  church.  Fourteen  rules  and  regu- 
lations had  been  established  by  the  Howard  Street  Church.  These 
relate  to  the  form  of  government,  mode  of  disicipline,  admission, 
and  dismission  of  members,  the  times  of  church  meetings,  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  Lord's  supper,  the  observance  of  monthly  con- 
certs of  prayer,  and  other  similar  topics.  Of  these  rules  the 
eleventh  as  follows,  "  No  alteration  shall  be  made  in  any  of  the 
foregoing  rules,  unless  at  a  regular  meeting  for  business,  it  having 
been  proposed  in  writing  one  week  previously^  and  ttoo  thirds  of 
the  members  present  voting  for  it.'"  Now  on  this  we  remark  that, 
inasmuch  as  the  question  of  the  utter  dissolution  of  the  church  is 
the  most  important  question  that  can  be  raised,  if  the  church  for- 
bade altering  even  a  regulation  as  to  the  time  of  the  Lord's  supper 
or  observing  a  monthly  concert,  except  by  a  vote  of  two  thirds, 
and  after  a  week's  written  notice,  much  more  did  they  forbid  the 
dissolution  of  the  church  by  the  votes  of  a  mere  majority,  and 
without  any  such  written  notice,  or  any  public  notice  at  all.  More- 
over, by  dissolving  the  church,  the  rules  as  to  the  observance  of 
the  Lord's  supper,  of  church  meetings,  of  monthly  concerts,  and 
of  all  other  services,  and  every  other  rule,  would  be  virtually  re- 
pealed. If  then  that  cannot  be  done  indirectly  which  the  law  for- 
bids to  be  done  directly,  surely  a  vote  to  dissolve  the  church,  pas- 
sed by  merely  a  small  and  accidental  majority,  and  without  any 
previous  written  notice  at  all,  is  on  every  principle,  both  of  law 
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and  equity,  null  and  void.  Yet  the  legal  notice  was  never  given, 
nor  did  two  thirds  at  last  vote  for  the  dissolution. 

This  consideration  is  of  itself  absolutely  decisive.  It  is  abun- 
dantly sufficient  to  settle  the  case.  If  we  had  no  other  ground  of 
declaring  the  disbanding  vote  null  and  void,  this  would  be  all  that 
we  need.  Similar  principles  are  contained  in  our  civil  constitu- 
tions, the  fundamental  principles  of  which  cannot  be  changed  by 
mere  majorities. 

But  we  do  not  desire  to  fix  the  mind  on  this  alone.  As  the 
general  question  is  now  up,  we  desire  that  it  may  be  settled  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  great  general  principles  of  our  system,  and  on 
grounds  of  eternal  right.  We  desire  to  re-echo  the  truth  that  a 
majority  has  no  right  to  violate  the  fundamental  principles  of  our 
ecclesiastical  polity,  or  to  contravene  the  eternal  laws  of  natural 
equity.  They  have  no  right  to  violate  a  covenant  of  God,  or 
with  man.  It  would  be,  as  we  have  before  said,  no  violation  of 
covenant  if  all  the  members  were  to  pass  in  an  orderly  way  into 
fellowship  with  other  churches  till  none  remain.  In  this  case  the 
church  would  become  extinct,  but  no  covenant  would  be  broken. 
Nor  would  this  contravene  our  ecclesiastical  polity.  The  church 
would  not  thus  make  a  member  no  member.  So  also  two  churches 
may^be  united,  if  it  is  so  done  that  no  one  of  either  is  thrown  out 
upon  the  world,  as  a  member  of  no  church.  But  in  no  case  is  it 
lawful  to  disregard  the  great  principle  that  the  church  cannot  make 
a  member  no  member,  except  by  excommunication. 

If  it  should  be  said  that  the  necessity  of  observing  these  princi- 
ples may  involve  great  inconvenience,  and  may  prevent  the  disso- 
lution of  churches  when  it  is  desirable,  we  reply,  it  may  cause 
great  inconvenience  to  an  upright  man  who  has  sworn  to  his  own 
hurt,  not  to  change,  yet  the  pen  of  mspiration  has  given  it  as  one 
of  the  decisive  tests  of  a  citizen  of  the  kingdom  of  God,  that  when 
he  has  thus  sworn  even  to  his  own  hurt,  he  will  not  change.  And 
shall  a  whole  church  swear  to  watch  over  each  other,  till  they  are 
safely  in  another  church,  and  then  a  mere  majority,  to  avoid  in- 
convenience or  any  other  alleged  evils,  change  from  what  they  have 
sworn,  declare  that  all  obligations  to  watch  over  each  other  are  at 
an  end,  and  against  remonstrances  and  protestations,  cast  out  their 
brethren  into  the  world  with  none  to  watch  over  them  .''  The  mu- 
tual covenant  of  the  church  is  one  of  the  most  solem  engagements 
in  the  universe.  Doubtless  God  so  regards  it.  Shall  it  be  trifled 
with  ?  And  shall  a  church  weigh  considerations  of  convenience 
or  expediency  against  the  solemn  demands  of  right  and  principle  ? 

Not  only  is  the  principle  of  the  right  of  a  majority  to  govern, 
partially  and  incorrectly  apprehended,  as  we  have  shown,  but  it  is 
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applied  out  of  its  proper  sphere.  The  right  to  govern  implies  the 
existence  of  a  community  to  be  governed,  and  its  proper  sphere  is 
in  the  government  of  that  community.  But  the  dissolution  of  a 
church  is  not  an  act  of  church  government,  but  of  church  destruc- 
tion. It  is  an  act  that  renders  government  impossible.  It  des- 
troys alike  majorities  and  minorities,  and  reduces  what  was  once 
a  community  to  scattered,  disorganized,  and  ungovernable  frag- 
ments. 

Appeal  has  been  made  in  defence  of  this  mode  of  proceeding  to 
the  rights  of  communities  to  revolutionize  governments  by  the  vote 
of  a  majority.  But  the  cases  are  totally  unhke.  No  nation  exists 
by  a  covenant,  like  that  which  gives  its  being  to  a  Congregational 
church.  And  though  a  Congregational  church  is  a  democracy,  yet 
it  acts  under  fixed  divine  principles  :  the  principles  of  a  covenant 
revealed  in  the  word  of  God,  which  it  has  no  right  to  repudiate. — 
Moreover,  the  right  of  revolution  and  disbanding  are  not  the  same. 
No  nation  or  people  ever  attempted  so  to  disband  itself  as  to  des- 
troy all  political  ties  between  citizen  and  citizen,  and  all  right  of 
government,  after  appointing  a  committee  to  distribute  its  citizens, 
by  letters  of  commendation  among  other  nations.  No  nation  is 
likely  to  claim  the  right  to  do  it.  They  claim  the  right  indeed  to 
change  existing  forms  of  government,  but  they  remain  organized 
under  one  form  till  they  pass  under  another  ;  and  they  so  pass  as 
not  to  invalidate  existing  titles  to  possessions  and  property.  But 
on  these  new  principles,  under  the  pretence  of  governing,  a  majority 
have  a  right  of  destroying  both  themselves  and  the  minority.  This 
is  not  the  right  of  government,  but  of  suicide.  It  is  the  right  of  a 
majority  not  only  to  destroy  their  own  rights,  but  also  to  plunder 
others  of  theirs. 

After  all,  we  cannot  but  wonder  what  can  be  the  cause  that  so 
much  zeal  is  manifested  in  behalf  of  the  right  of  a  majority  to  dis- 
band a  church.  If  the  disbanding  of  a  church  were  some  great 
good,  some  glorious  result,  fcr  which  churches  were  ordained,  we 
could  understand  it.  But  what  church,  once  organized,  does  not 
naturally  desire  to  live  and  bless  the  world  till  Christ  shall  come  to 
sit  as  judge  of  quick  and  dead.  Why  do  we  find  nowhere  in  the 
Bible  any  directions  as  to  this  mode  of  dissolving  churches  for 
which  so  much  zeal  is  manifested  .''  Why  do  we  find  no  such  di- 
rections in  any  earlier  or  later  works  on  our  church  polity  ?  Is 
not  this  a  significant  fact  ?  Does  it  not  proclaim  the  truth  that  to 
live  and  increase  is  the  great  end  of  a  church,  that  its  death  is  an 
event  to  be  deprecated  as  unspeakably  mournful,  and  that  no  direc- 
tions are  given  as  to  the  newly-invented  mode  of  self-destruction, 
because  it  is  not  a  thing  even  to  be  once  thought  of  ?     If,  in  the 
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inevitable  providence  of  God,  a  church  once  formed  must  cease  to 
exist,  let  it  be  either  by  the  act  of  God  taking  all  its  members  to 
heaven,  or  by  so  placing  them  under  the  care  and  watch  of  other 
churches,  that  the  church  shall  not  cease  to  exist  till  they  are  all 
safely  located  in  a  Christian  home. 

It  is  suggested  by  the  Tabernacle  Church,  as  a  reason  for  not 
granting  the  request  of  Brother  Goss,  that  the  Essex  South  Con- 
ference had  refused  a  seat  to  the  delegates  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  dissolved  by  vote  of  a  ma- 
jority of  the  church.  We  have  looked  into  their  proceedings,  and 
find  that  such  was  the  case.  But  this  council  does  not  perceive 
that  weight  should  be  given  to  this  suggestion.  We  cannot  agree 
that  the  orderly  standing  of  a  church,  recognized  as  such  by  neigh- 
bor churches  in  ecclesiastical  council,  should  be  impeached  in  this 
way.  The  objects  of  these  conferences  are  mutual  improvement 
and  instruction,  and  union  in  prayer  and  action,  in  favor  of  weak 
churches  .  "they  expressly  disclaim  all  interference  in  the  rights 
of  particular  churches,  and  they  exercise  no  acts  of  authority  or 
discipline."*  Attempt  have  been  made  to  confer  upon  these 
bodies  consociational  powers,  but  it  has  been  fully  ascertained  that 
no  such  change  can  be  admitted  into  the  ecclesiastical  polity  of 
this  state. 

Such  an  attempt  was  made,  and  the  proposals  sent  to  all  the 
churches  in  1705,  which  was  repelled  with  great  power  of  argu- 
ment, and  boldly  and  effectually  rebuked  by  Rev.  John  Wise, 
the  admitted  legal  expounder  of  the  Platform  ;f  and  it  would  seem 
that  the  present  is  a  suitable  time  to  reprint  his  tract  on  that  subject. 
We  extract  a  sentence  or  two  :  "This  attempt  is  in  defiance  of 
our  constitution,  and  strikes  at  the  root  of  our  government ;  for 
our  Platform  denies  the  classical  state  of  the  churches.  It  sets  at 
naught  the  15th  and  16tb  chapters  for  convening  councils  for  the 
service  of  our  churches,  and  signs  the  condemnation  of  a  form  of 
government,  settled  by  rules  of  equity,  settled  and  established  by 
all  the  churches,  and  blessed  by  God  through  a  long  succession  of 
years.  I  shall,  for  my  own  part,  with  the  jealous  Laocoon,  enter 
a  caution  against  taking  down  the  sides  of  the  city,  and  opening  the 
walls  of  our  Zion,  and  letting  in  this  Trojan  Horse."  The  scheme 
was  rejected.  Dr.  Cotton  Mather  says,  "There  were  some  very 
considerable  persons  among  the  ministers,  as  well  as  the  brethren, 
who  thought  the  Uberties  of  particular  churches  to  be  in  danger  of 
being  limited  and  infringed  by  its  adoption." 

In  1315  another  and  more  strenuous  attempt  was  made  to  es- 
tablish consociationism  in  this  way,  and  it  was  everywhere  opposed 
by  the  laity,  and  by  many  distinguished  clergymen — most  espec- 

*Up.  Rat.  Disc.  237,  &c.  f'Chmchea'  Expose  Quarreld." 
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ially  by  Rev.  Doctors  Spring  and  Emmons.  Dr.  Spring  pub- 
lished a  tract  on  the  occasion,  in  which  he  says,  "it  is  not  author- 
ized by  reason  or  revelation  ;  it  is  not  friendly  to  the  liberty  and 
rights  of  conscience  and  exceeds  the  plan  of  the  Feathers  by 
placing  the  churches  under  the  care  of  standing  councils."  Dr. 
Emmons  contended  that  it  tended  to  foster  feelings  of  pride, 
place,  and  power,  to  introduce  a  hierarchy,  as  in  the  early  ages 
of  the  church,  to  create  a  jealousy  of  the  clergy,  and  to  destroy 
that  personal  influence  so  necessary  to  their  usefulness.  The 
failure  on  this  occasion  was  so  decisive,  that  we  have  no  reason  to 
expect  another  attempt  of  the  kind. 

The  discipline  of  the  Platform,  which  has  stood  against  these 
and  some  other  minor  attempts  now  for  two  hundred  years,  is  very 
plain  and  clear.  An  assembly  of  Christians  claims  to  be  a  Con- 
gregational church,  and  sends  its  pastor  and  delegates  to  the  con- 
ference. The  conference  question  the  claim.  Here,  by  consent 
of  parties  a  mutual  council  between  the  conference  and  the  ques- 
tionable church  can  be  called  ;*  but  if  none  such  is  agreed  on,  the 
way  to  settle  the  matter,  by  our  Platform,  is  perfectly  plain. 

One  of  the  churches  acts  as  a  churchy  and  deals  with  the  church 
called  in  question,  as  does  a  brother  with  an  offending  brother.  It 
may  advise  them  to  reorganize.  If  they  do  not  observe  the  advice 
a  charge  or  complaint  is  made  to  another  church,  and  after  notice 
and  action,  and  refusal,  these  two  churches  call  a  council  to  advise 
and  act  on  the  subject.  If  the  church  complained  against  persists 
or  is  contumacious,  sentence  of  non-communion  is  regularly  pro- 
no  unced.f 

But  this  conference  postponed  the  Platform,  and  wholly  disre- 
garding its  provisions,  made  a  summary  disposition  of  the  claim  of 
the  pastors  and  delegates,  and  put  the  sentence  of  non-comm  union 
immediately  into  effect.  This  is  what  is  called  coming  to  ajresult 
per  saltum — leaping  over  the  constituted  forms  of  trial,  and  ump- 
ing  to  the  conclusion.  This  is  not  Congregationalism,  and  it  is 
equally  plain  that  these  conferences  cannot  hear  and  decide  ecclas- 
tical  cases,  or  take  jurisdiction  of  them,  with  any  proper  regard  to 
the  principles  on  which  they  are  formed  or  acknowledged  by  our 
order  ;  and  if  they  become  organized  as  judicial  bodies,  they  must 
necessarily  be  consociational — bodies  which,  it  is  quite  certain, 
will  not  be  tolerated  in  Massachusetts . 

But  far  worse  than  consciationism,  in  the  opinion  of  the  coun- 
cil, is  a  collateral,  summary  jurisdiction,  which  disregards  the  pro- 

*  The  council  has  been  informed  that  such  a  council  was  oflfered  on  the  part  of  the 
church,  but  it  was  not  accepted. 

t  Punch.  116  ;  Mat.  c.  15  ;  Math.  Rat.  Dis.  172  ;   Up.  Rat.  Dis.  206. 
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visions  of  the  Platform,  and  if  not  final,  nevertheless  disparages 
character  in  an  unauthorized  manner,  and  creates  prejudices  un- 
favorable to  fair  and  impartial  trials  in  a  congregational  way.  The 
council,  therefore,  cannot  see,  in  the  proceedings  of  the  Confer- 
ence, referred  to  in  the  reply  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  to  the  re- 
quest of  Brother  Goss,  any  good  reason  for  withholding  letters 
testimonial  and  of  dismission. 

Whether  a  Congregational  qhurch  shall  be  cherished,  improved, 
aided  by  advice,  and  deah  with  according  to  the  Platform,  or  be- 
come extinct  and  annihilated,  are  questions  of  interest  and  magni- 
tude to  all  its  members,  as  well  as  to  neighbor  churches,  and  to  all 
who  love  zion.  When  a  church  are  already  connected  with  a  re- 
ligious society  and  have  a  house  of  worship,  and  are  sufficiently 
numerous  and  of  sufficientabihty  to  sustain  the  worship, — it  would 
seem  that  absolute  necessity  alone  could  induce  the  members  to 
abandon  the  worship  and  throw  up  their  covenant.  In  other  days 
instead  of  compliance,  their  would  have  been  "  resistance  unto 
blood."  The  only  definite  reason  which  we  have  seen  assigned 
for  the  advice  given  to  the  Howard  Street  Chnrch  to  break  up, 
comes  from  members  of  the  Conference,  (stated  as  that  which  in- 
duced the  council  so  to  advise,)  and  is — "that  discipline  in  the 
church  had  been  a  long  time  frustrated, — that  there  had  been  no 
discipline  for  a  long  time,  because  it  was  impossible.^ 

To  justify  this  strong  language,  the  church  must  have  been  ex- 
ceedingly corrupt  ;  and  the  majority  of  the  members  must  have 
chosen  not  to  exercise  discipline.  But  if  such  were  the  fact,  with 
what  consistency  could  the  council  advise  that  letters  of  commen- 
dation should  be  given  to  all,  as  without  exception  suitable  persons 
to  join  other  churches  ?  Moreover,  if  there  is  guilt  in  neglecting 
discipline,  it  is  of  course  the  guilt  of  the  majority,  for  so  long  as 
they  are  the  majority,  they  could  maintain  discipline  if  they  would. 
Is  it  not  then  a  singular  proceeding  to  advise  those  who  by  the  sup 
position  are  neglecting  known  duty,  to  disband  the  church,  and 
thus  put  themselves  in  a  position  in  which  no  power  on  earth  has 
any  right  to  call  them  to  account  ?  As  a  church  they  could  be 
called  to  account  for  neglect  of  duty.  But  as  disbanded  individ- 
uals they  cannot  be. 

But  we  cannot  pursuade  ourselves  that  Chrstiau  discipline  was 
impossible.  Was  there  no  member  who  had  love  enough  "to  go 
to  his  brother  in  a  Christian  spirit  and  manner  to  '  tell  him  his 
fault  ?'  "  And  would  the  majority  refuse  to  take  notice  of  a 
complaint  for  a  palpable  oftence,  the  first  and  secoad  steps  having 
been  so  first  taken  ?  Was  the  trial  made,  and  made  as  it  should 
be  made,  with  desire  to  gain  the  brother,  by  prayer  and  entreaty 
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and  importunity  ?  Did  the  majority  in  this  spirit  make  the  attempt? 
However  this  may  be  the  remedy  advised  to  heal  this  alleged  dis- 
ease of  the  church  was  worse  than  the  disease. 

It  appears  to  this  council  that  the  troubles  in  this  church,  con- 
cerning which  we  have  heard  considerable  account, and  read  many 
documents,  were  not  attended  to,  by  the  majority,  or  by  neighbor- 
churches,  in  the  spirit  and  manner  prescribed  by  the  law  of  Christ 
and  the  provisionsof  the  Platform;  and  that  the  expedient  devise  to 
heal  them,  was  such  that  its  failure  need  cause  no  disappointment. 
"When  men  undertake  to  be  wiser  than  the  law,"  it  is  no  new 
thing  that  they  do  not  succeed.  Any  other  discipline  than 
Christian  discipline,  is  a  thousand  times  worse  than  no  disci- 
cipline.  It  is  known  and  felt  by  tt^e  offender  that  it  is  wrong 
and  he  is  irritated  ;  other  members  know  it  and  sustain  him,  and  a 
faction  is  created  in  the  church  not  easily  removed  or  suppressed. 

If  a  church  be  corrupt — does  not  maintain  discipline  or  the  or- 
dinances, our  platform  provides  a  discipline  in  respect  to  such  cor- 
rupt church,  which  we  understand  was  not  pursued  in  this  case.  If 
this  church  had  been  in  so  great  a  fauh  and  extremity,  as  is  alleged, 
or  in  any  considerable  wrong,  neighbor  churches  should  have 
taken  the  steps  which  it  directs — steps,  which,  if  taken  in  the  right 
spirit,  we  believe  have  never  failed  of  success. 

However,  as  every  member  of  the  church  was  to  be  recommend- 
ed to  other  evangehcal  churches,  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  it  was 
as  corrupt  a  church  as  not  to  be  able  to  administer  true  Christian 
discipline.  But  if  they  neglected  their  duty,  other  churches  should 
have  called  them  to  account.  The  spirit  of  our  system  demanded 
this,  and  not  the  destruction  of  the  church.  Congregationalism  is 
conservative.  It  holds  on  to  all  that  is  sound,  and  provides  the 
means  of  healino-  difficulties  and  disorders  both  of  individuals  and 
of  churches,  and  does  not  crush  or  destroy  a  church  even  when  its 
disorders  are  not  at  once  healed  by  the  means  which  it  provides. 
Although  it  may  put  a  church  out  of  communion,  it  still  hopes  for 
its  return.  Such  was  the  case  in  Salem  itself  in  1733.  At  that 
time  the  second  church  in  Boston  called  the  first  church  in  Salem 
to  account,  and  the  sentence  of  "non-communion"  by  about  twenty 
churches  was  declared  against  it.  After  several  years  the  churc'; 
in  Salem  penitently  acknowledged  its  errors,  and  the  sentence  of 
non-communion  was  taken  off.      (Wisner's  Hist.  Ser.  p.  105.) 

The  pohtical  philosophy  of  Burke,  so  much  admired  and  ap- 
plauded, was  applied  to  the  reformation  of  abuses  ;  that  of  the 
French  philosophers  of  his  day  was — instantaneous  demolition,  and 
organizing  the  state  anew.  The  consequences  of  their  work  soon 
proved  the  wisdom  of  Burke,  and  the  folly  of  the  philosophers. 
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The  council  does  not  perceive  the  wisdom  of  the  experiment  made 
in  this  case.  Demolition,  disbanding,  dissolving — no  such  reme- 
dies are  provided  in  our  polity  of  healing  disorders  in  churches. 
Such  a  course  impeaches  the  wisdom  of  our  fathers,  which  pro- 
vided other  remedies,  and  disregards  their  practice  and  the  usages 
of  the  churches,  and  tends  to  bring  our  whole  system  into  disre- 
pute. 

The  council  cannot  but  observe  that  the  vote,  by  which  it  was 
attempted  to  dissolve  the  church,  seems  to  have  been  a  very  rash 
and  improvident  act,  besides  being  wholly  ineflectual.  When 
matters  of  great  importance  are  to  be  settled  in  the  church,  care 
should  be  taken  that  all  the  male  members  be  notified,  and  time 
for  consideration  and  prayer  and  conference,  personally  and 
collectively,  should  be  taken,  and  at  last  something  more  than 
bare  majorities  should  be  sought  and  obtained.*  In  this  case,  no 
written  notice  was  regularly  given  that  a  meeting  would  be  held 
for  the  purpose,  although  it  was  a  question  of  the  greatest  possible 
importance.  Moreover,  although  it  was  debated  at  some  of  the 
usual  meetings  for  business,  it  is  doubtful  whether  all  of  the 
members  knew  that  the  matter  was  before  the  church ;  not  above 
two  or  three  more  than  half  of  the  male  members  were  present, 
and  the  final  vote  was  but  seventeen  in  favor  of  the  measure,  and 
ten  were  opposed  to  it.  It  is  not  our  usage  to  pass  acts  of  less 
importance  than  this  without  a  greater  unanimity. 

This  fact  and  the  subsequent  results  show  the  wisdom  of  not 
forgetting  or  disregarding  the  fifteenth  and  sixteenth  chapters  of 
the  Platform. 

After  the  vote  to  dissolve  the  church  was  passed,  at  a  subse- 
quent regular  meeting  it  was  agreed  to  convoke  a  council  to  advise 
as  to  whether  or  not  they  continued  to  be  a  church,  and  that 
convened  and  advised  that  the  Howard  Street  Church  was  not 
dissolved.  These  papers  and  proceedings  are  annexed  and 
marked,  f 

This  council  is  not  advised  of  any  reasons  or  facts  which  show 
that  the  advice  of  this  council  does  not  stand  good,  nor  why  it 
should  not  be  respected  by  the  Orthodox  community.  It  has 
been  objected  that  the  council  was  ex  parte.  We  do  not  think  it 
was  so  in  the  usual  sense  of  that  term.  A  church,  feeling  the 
need  of  advice  and  light,  may  well  send  for  the  advice  of  neighbor 
churches,  without  caUing  it  ex  parte.  Such,  also,  is  the  case  of 
a  council  to  advise  as  to  an  ordination,  or  the  gathering  of  a  new 
church.  There  must  be  an  adverse  party,  not  offered  a  mutual 
council,  in  order  so  to  characterize  an  ecclesiastical  council.     In 

*Punch.  Cong.  170.  t  No.  13. 


45 

this  case,  the  majority  had  probably  taken  their  letters  and  joined 
other  churches,  and  so  could  have  no  more  interest  in  the  question 
than  other  members  of  the  churches  to  which  they  belons^ed ;  oi, 
not  having  used  such  letters,  ihey  were  stiU  members  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church,  and  so  must  be  considered  as  joining  in 
the  call,  and  also  as  having  a  right  to  be  heard  before  the  council 
convened.  Further,  having  seceded,  and  not  continuing  to  wor- 
ship v/ith  the  church,  they  had  voluntarily  abandoned  all  right  to 
its  property,  whether  it  continued,  ecclesiastically,  to  be  a  church 
or  not. 

It  appeared  also,  that,  having  been  so  advised  that  they  were  a 
church,  they  continued  their  worship  and  called  a  pastor,  and 
convoked  a  council  of  Orthodox  churches,  to  advise,  as  to  his 
installation,  and  that  the  council  assembled  and  advised  that  it 
should  take  place,  and  proceeded  to  install  him  as  pastor  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church.*  Thus  was  he  settled  as  pastor  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church,  and  continues  to  be  such  upon  a  stipulat- 
ed salary,  preaching  and  administering  the  ordinances.  Here  is 
certainly  prima  facie  evidence  that  this  church  is  entitled  to  the 
fellowship  of  all  our  churches,  and  the  proceedings  of  the  first 
council  are  necessarily  recognized  as  vaUd,  ratified  and  confirmed. 
What  more  have  any  to  seek  among  'our  churches  to  entitle  them 
to  communion,  than  the  proceedings  of  these  councils  afford  in 
favor  of  this  church.^ 

If  any  of  the  churches  were  "otherwise  minded,"  our  Platform 
prescribes  the  manner  in  which  they  should  proceed  against  hereti- 
cal and  disorderly  churches,  and  all  our  writers  agree  that  it  is  the 
only  way  provided  in  such  cases,  in  the  Congregational  system. f 
But  no  such  steps  have  been  taken  with  this  church,  and  until 
they  shall  be,  this  council  sees  not  why  hs  standing  should  be 
called  in  question. 

In  view,  then,  of  all  that  has  been  said,  it  is  the  opinion  of  this 
council,  that  the  vote  of  a  majority  cannot  dissolve  a  church 
against  the  consent  of  a  minority ;  and  it  appearing  that  the 
Howard  Street  Church  has  not  been  othervv'ise  dissolved,  and  that 
the  minority  claim  membership  there,  and  have  acted  and  still  act 
as  that  church,  and  sustain  its  meetings,  the  ordinances,  and  the 
ministry,  this  council  advise  that  that  church  has  not  been  dissolved, 
but  still  exists  on  its  original  foundation. 

They  also  advise  that  Mr.  Goss  renew  his  application  to  the 
Tabernacle  Church  for  a  letter  of  dismission,  and  recommendation 
to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and  if  his  request  be  refused,  that 
he  ofier  himself  for  membership  to  the  Howard  Street  Church 
and  that  the  Howard  Street  Church  be  advise  1  to  receive  him. 

*No.  15.  fPlat.  ch.  15.  Punch.  Cong.  185,  186. 
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In  coaclusion,  so  far  Is  this  council  from  yielding  lo  the  reasons 
assigned  by  the  Tabernacle  Church  for  denying  the  request  of 
brother  Goss,  founded  on  the  objectionable  standing  of  the  How- 
ard Street  Church,  tliat  it  considers  this  church,  if  not  primus 
inter  pares^  as  an  ■ancient  church,  yet,  at  least,  an  equals  entitled  to 
the  sympathies'and  the  affections,  the  help  and  encouragement  of 
all  the  Orthodox  churches  iti  the  community.  And  more  es- 
pecially should  they  have  our  sympathies  and  our  prayers,  if  not 
our  thanks,  for  the  stand  which  they  took  in  favor  of  the  holy  cov- 
enant,— not  consenting  to  break,  but  contrariwise  inflexibly  deter- 
mined to  keep  it,  "to  hold  it  fast  and  not  let  it  go,"  thus  setting  an 
example  of  integrity  and  fidelity  in  the  midst  of  trials,  "perils  of 
brethren,"  and  formidable  opposition  without  and  within,  holding 
up,  as  a  standard,  the  ancient  covenant  of  our  fathers,  and  calling 
upon  all  the  churches  to  look  at  it  as  the  gaeat'  charter  of  all  the 
churches  of  our  order  throughout  the  Christian  world.  Why 
should  an  Orthodox  church  be  crushed  ?  Who  among  us 
all  would  put  our  hand  to  such  a  work  ?  Why  should  this  church 
be  crushed  ?  It  is  admitted  by  all,  that  a  church,  and  the  wor- 
ship and  ordinances,  ought  to  be  sustained  in  Howard  Street. — 
What  possible  interest  or  valid  reason  can  there  be  that  it  should 
not  stand  on  its  ancient  foundation,  and  preserve  and  show  forth 
its  ancient  name  and  its  ancient  covenant?  Do  any  covet  its  name.'' 
We  are  not  so  advised.  Do  any  covet  its  property  ?  We  know 
not;  we  supposeit  is  not  rich  in  this  world's  goods,  but  hope  it  is 
"rich  in  faith,"  and  if  it  is  a  trustee  for  its  poor,  we  hope  "they 
will  not  be  sent  empty  away." 

It  seems  to  the  council  that  all  the  churches  must  feel  interested 
to  keep  this  church  in  their  community,  and  that  scarcely  a  greater 
cloud  of  grief  could  come  over  them  than  would  come  by  the  extinc- 
tion of  this  hght.  The  beloved  disciple  said,  "I  have  no  greater  joy 
than  to  hear  that  my  children  walk  in  the  truth."  We  hope  that 
this  spirit  is  in  all  our  churches,  and  that  as  the  extinction  of  this 
church  jwould  be  mourned  as  the  annihilation  of  long-cherished 
hopes,  so  its  confirmation  and  its  walk  in  the  order  of  the  gospel  and 
the  communion  of  the  churches,  will  be  hailed  as  the  highest  con- 
summation of  Christian  joy. 

REUBEN  EMERSON,  Moderator. 

A.  L.   Stone,   Scribe. 
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No.  1. 

VOTE  OF  REFUSAL. 

Salem,  Aug.  25,  1849. 
To  Mr.  E.  Goss. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  last  evening  your  request  was 
presented,  and  after  some  discussion  in  a  kindly  }nanner,  the  following  vote 
was  passed — 

"  Viz — that  in  view  of  the  circumstances  in  the  case  the  request  be  not 
granted." 

Humphrey   Cook,   Church    Clerk. 
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No.  2. 
PREAMBLE  AND  RESOLUTIONS  OF  THE  TABERNACLE 

CHURCH. 

At  a  meeting-  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  Friday  evening,  Sept.  28,  1849, 
the  following  preamble  and  resolutions  were  passed,  viz  : 

Whereas  a  member  of  this  Church  has  requested  to  "be  dismissed  an" 
recommended  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,'"  and  whereas  while  the  Howard 
Street  Church  was  under  the  pastoral  care  of  the  Rev.  Joel  Mann,  a  Mutual 
Council,  called  to  consider  the  difficulties  existing  in  said  Church,  advised 
that  the  Church  should  be  dissolved  ; — 

And  whereas,  agreeably  to  the  advice  of  the  said  Mutual  Council,  and  after 
mature  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  a  vote  was  passed 
by  a  majority  of  the  Church,  to  dissolve  the  Church,  provision  being  made, 
however,  for  a  regular  transfer  of  membership  to  sister  churches  ; — and 

Whereas,  this  Church  has  recognized  the  validity  of  the  aforesaid  vote,  by 
receiving  members,  agreeably  to  thc3  aforesaid  provisions  for  a  transfer  of 
membership  to  sister  churches ; — and  whereas,  notwithstanding  the  result  of 
an  Ex-parte  Council,  called  by  the  minority  of  the  said  Howard  Street  Church, 
— the  Essex  South  Conference  of  Churches  decided  that  the  delegates  of  the 
said  minority  were  not  entitled  to  a  seat  in  the  Conference,  in  virtue  of  their 
claim  to  be  considered  the  delegates  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  as  known 
and  recognized,  previous  to  the  vote,  by  which  the  said  Church  was  declared 
to  be  dissolved  ; — 

Therefore,  Resolved,  1st,  That  as  at  present  informed  in  relation  to  the 
whole  subject,  we  are  not  aware  of  any  sufficient  reason  to  repudiate  and 
disregard  the  decision  of  the  Essex  South  Conference,  in  October  last,  by 
which  the  action  of  the  aforesaid  majority  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  was 
indirectly,  yet  distinctly  and  absolutely  sustained — 

Resolved,  2d,  That  in  the  judgment  of  this  Church,  it  is  not  consistent  with 
the  principles  of  order  and  fellowship  in  our  Congregational  Churches,  nor 
promotive  of  the  best  interests  of  the  community — to  recognize  the  claims  of 
the  aforesaid  minority  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  to  be  the  original  and 
undissolved  organization  as  known  and  acknowledged  previous  to  May  4th, 
1847,  when  the  vote  was  passed  which  declared  the  Howard  Street  Church  to 
be  dissolved,  and  no  longer  to  exist. 

Resolved,  3d,  That  until  prepared  to  rescind  the  foregoing  resolutions,  and 
reconsider  the  facts,  which  are  presented  in  the  foregoing  preamble  of  the 
said  resolutions  ; — it  will  not  be  consistent  or  proper  for  this  Church  to  grant 
letters  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to  membership  with  those  who  claim 
to  be  the  Howard  Street  Church  in  this  city — without  any  regard  to  the 
proceedings  by  which  vie  have  considered  the  said  Church  regularly  and  truly 
dissolved. 

Attest,  Humphrey   Cook,   Church   Clcrh. 

Sept.  28th,  1849. — At  the  meeting  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  this  evening, 
the  Committee  on  Br.  Goss's  request  repo'rted  and  the  Church  accepted  it ;  and 
adhered  to  their  former  vote — 

Viz.,  that  under  existing  circumstances  Br.  Goss's  request  cannot  be 
granted . 

Humphrey   Cook,   Church   Clerk. 
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No.  3. 
REPORT  OF  THE  COMMITTEE. 

To  THE  Tabernacle  Church. 

The  Committee  appointed  to  explain  to  Br.  Ezekiel  Goss  the  reasons  why 
the  Church  could  not  grant  his  request  to  be  dismissed  and  recommended  to 
the  Howard  Street  Church,  so  called,  have  attended  to  the  service. 

Agreeably  to  what  was  stated  at  the  time  his  request  was  acted  upon,  the 
Committee  informed  Br.  Goss  that  it  would  not  be  at  all  consistent  for  this 
Church  to  grant  his  request,  because  the  standing  of  those  with  whom  he 
desired  to  be  connected  is  considered  by  this  Church  to  be  irregular. 

The  Committee  also  stated  to  Br.  Goss  that  his  own  walk  had  been  irregu- 
lar ;  they  reminded  him  that  he  had  not  fullfilled  his  covenant  engagements, 
inasmuch  as  he  not  only  absented  himself  from  the  meeting  of  the  Church 
which  he  used  to  attend  very  constantly,  but  has  not  for  a  considerable  time 
worshipped  with  the  Church  or  been  present  at  their  communion  season. — 
This  absence  appeared  to  be  in  consequence  of  some  offence  which  he  had 
taken,  or  some  alienation  of  feeling  which  ought  not  to  exist,  and  therefore  it 
would  not  be  proper  to  grant  his  request,  even  if  there  was  no  objection  in 
regard  to  the  standing  of  those  to  whom  he  has  requested  to  be  dismissed  and 
recommended. 

Ira  a.  Brewster,  }   ^        ■,. 
T  n  /■   Committee. 

JoNA.  Fkrley, 

Salem,  Sept.  28th,  1849. 


No.  4. 
LETTER  OF  MR.  CARLTON. 

Salem,  Jan.  8,  1850. 

Rev.  and  Dear  Sir  : — On  the  morning  after  the  session  of  the  Council  in 
the  case  of  Mr.  Goss,  you  remarked  to  me,  that  the  action  of  the  Council  had 
been  considerably  embarrassed  by  the  intimation  that  Mr.  Goss  was  still 
under  the  discipline  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  ;  i.  e  ,  that  a  process  of 
discipline  had  been  commenced  with  him,  and  was  still  unfinished,  or,  in 
other  words,  had  not  been  finally  adjudicated  by  the  Church  ;  and  you  asked  ' 
me  if  this  intimation  was  true,  to  which  I  replied,  emphatically,  that  it  was 
not  true. 

To  prove  to  you  now,  sir,  that  the  suggestion  was  not  true,  I  submit  to  you, 
agreeably  to  your  request,  the  following  brief  statement  of  facts. 

1.  When  Br.  Goss  first  presented  his  request  to  the  Church  for  a  letter  of 
dismission  and  reccommendation  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  no  intimation 
whatever  was  made  by  any  one,  that  any  brother  had  commenced  a  course  of 
discipline  with  him.  And,  besides,  the  pastor  distinctly  stated  to  the  Church, 
that  he  had  intended,  that  very  week,  to  request  some  one  of  the  brethren  to 
converse  with  Br.  Goss  in  relation  to  his  long  absence  from  the  meeting  and 
communion  of  the  Church ;  but  that  the  request  of  Br.  Goss  had  taken  him 
by  surprise. 

2.  After  the  Church  had  voted,  that,  "under  the  circumstances,"  the 
request  of  Br.  Goss  could  not  be  granted,  he  sent  in  a  communication,  desir- 
ing to  know  what  "the  circumstances"  were.  The  Church  raised  a  commit- 
tee, and  directed  them  to  wait  on  Br.  Goss,  and  give  him  an  explanation. 
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That  Committee  subsequently  reported  to  the  Church,  in  writing,  that  they 
had  attended  to  the  duty  assigned  them,  and  had  told  Br.  Goss  the  reasons  for 
refusing  his  request  were  two  ;  viz.,  that  the  Howard  Street  Church,  so  called, 
was  not  considered  by  them  as  a  regular  church,  and  that  his  walk  had  been 
disorderly.  Br.  Goss  then  appeared  before  the  Church,  and  asked  permission 
to  reply  to  the  two  reasons  assigned  by  the  Committee  ;  but  he  was  told  by  the 
pastor  that  he  could  not  be  allowed  to  reply  at  all ;  not,  certainly  to  the  first 
reason,  because  the  Church  had  taken  ^?iflZ  action  on  the  subject  of  the  Howard 
Street  Church,  and  therefore  that  subject  could  not  be  re-opened ;  and  not 
even  the  second  reason,  because  the  Church  had  not  only  brought  no  such 
charge,  but  had  made  no  charge  whatever  against  him.  And  when  it  was 
suggested  that  the  action  of  a  committee  of  the  Church  was,  in  reality,  the 
action  of  the  Church,  the  pastor  replied,  that  the  report  of  the  Committee 
had  only  been  accepted,  but  not  adopted,  and  that,  therefore,  their  action  was 
but  the  action  of  individuals,  and  not  the  action  of  the  Church.  And  Br.  Goss 
was  repeatedly  told  by  the  pastor  and  certain  members  of  the  Church,  over 
and  over  again,  that  the  Church  had  neither  charges  nor  charge  against  him  ; 
and  accordingly  he  was  not  allowed  to  make  any  reply. 

3.  After  the  Church  had  refused  to  hear  Br.  Goss,  and  he  had  retired,  it 
was  suggested  by  some  one,  that  his  long  absence  from  the  communion  of  the 
Church  was  wrong,  and  was  a  fit  subject  for  church  discipline.  Thereupon  I 
immediately  rose  in  my  place,  and  stated  that  I  hoped  a  course  of  discipline 
would  now  be  commenced  with  Br.  Goss  forthwith.  The  pastor  stated  in 
reply,  that  there  were  cases,  which,  for  certain  reasons,  ought  to  be  delayed  ; 
and  intimated  that  this  was  a  case  which  ought  to  be  deferred  to  a  future 
time. 

From  these  facts,  you  can  judge  as  well  as  I,  whether  the  intimation, 
which  you  said  was  thrown  out  during  the  session  of  the  Council,  was  true  or 
not. 

Very  respectfully,  yours, 

O.  Carlton. 
Rev.  E.  Beecher,  D.  D. 


No.  5. 
LETTER  OF  MR.  GOSS  TO  THE  CHURCH. 

Salem,  Sept.  14th,  1849. 
To  THE  Tabernacle  Church. 

Dear  Brethren  : — Deacon  Perley  and  Brewster  called  on  me  last  evening  as 
a  Committee  of  the  Church  to  explain  the  circumstances  in  the  case  why  you 
voted  not  to  grant  my  request  for  a  dismission  and  letter  to  the  Howard  Street 
Church, 

The  first  reason  they  gave  was,  That  the  course  the  Church  had  taken  in 
regard  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  in  receiving  her  members  was,  that  the 
Church  is  broken  up,  and  therefore  to  be  consistent  with  that  course  could  not 
grant  my  request.  The  second  was,  That  the  Church  apprehended  that  there 
might  be  ill  feelings  towards  some  members  of  the  Church.  Whether  that 
apprehension  was  well  grounded  they  knew  not,  except  my  long  absence  from 
the  communion. 

In  reply  to  the  first,  I  will  inform  the  Church,  that  the  brethren  and  sisters 
that  remain  at  the  Howard  Street  Church  sought  counsel  and  advice  of  sister 
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churches  (with  which  you  are  in  fellowship,)  in  their  trials  and  difficulties, 
and  have  acted  in  accordance  with  that  advice,  and  since  then  they  have  settled 
a  pastor  by  Council  of  sister  churches,  to  which  you  have  and  are  accustomed 
to  dismiss  and  receive  members,  and  to  which  you  also  were  invited.  You 
cannot  therefore  expect  me  to  surrender  my  rights  and  privileges  to  such  a 
plea.     1  therefore  renew  my  request. 

To  the  second,  I  can  only  say  I  know  of  no  unkind  feeling  to  any  member 
on  my  part;  if  there  is,  or  has  been,  I  wish  their  forgiveness  as  they  would 
be  forgiven.  As  for  my  long  absence  fro*^  the  communion,  my  intention  has 
long  been  known  by  a  large  part  of  the  Church,  and  to  the  pastor  for  more 
than  a  year,  and  I  have  communed  with  the  Howard  Street  Church  regularly 
ever  since, 

From  your  brother  in  Christ, 

EzEKiEL  Goss. 


No.  6. 
CERTIFICATE  OF  MR.  HUMPHREY  COOK. 

I  hereby  certify  that  as  clerk  of  Tabernacle  Church  I  have  furnished  Br. 
Ezekiel  Goss  with  copies  of  the  following  documents,  viz.: 

1.  The  report  of  the  Church,  Aug.  25,  1849. 

2.  The  report  of  the  Committee  which  was  appointed  to  state  to  him  the 
reasons  why  his  request  was  not  granted. 

3.  The  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Church  respecting  Howard  Street  Church 
and  the  second  vote  declining  to  dismiss  him,  passed  Sept.  28,  1849. 

4.  The  reasons  put  on  record  for  declining  his  request  for  a  Mutual  Council, 
and  that  these  are  all  the  record  of  proceedings  in  his  case  up  to  the  20th  of 
Nov.,  1849. 

I  also  certify  that  on  the  26th  day  of  October,  Mr.  Goss  desired  an  oppor- 
tunity in  Church  meeting  to  make  some  communication  to  the  Church,  touch- 
ing their  objections  to  granting  him  a  dismission,  which  was  refused  by  the 
pastor  and  Church,  on  the  ground  that  so  far  as  Howard  Street  Church  was 
concerned,  the  action  of  the  Church  could  not  be  changed,  and,  second,  that 
the  Church  had  no  charges  against  him  that  demanded  any  communication 
from  him.     It  was  repeatedly  said  to  him,  we  have  nothing  against  you. 

Humphrey  Cook. 

Salem,  Dec.  26,  1849. 


No.  7. 
REQUEST  OF  MR.  GOSS  FOR  A  MUTUAL  COUNCIL. 

To  THE  Tabernacle  Church. 

Dear  Brethren : — I  have  repeatedly  requested  of  you  a  dismission  and 
recommendation  to  the  Howard  Street  Chureh  in  this  city.  My  request  has 
as  often  been  refused.  I  do  not  now  wish  to  present  further  reasons  for  my 
request,  for  I  am  assured  by  your  pastor  that  there  are  no  charges  against  me, 
and  still  my  request  cannot  be  granted.  I  therefore  respectfully  request  that 
you  will  unite  with  me  in  calling  a  mutual  council  according  to  the  usage  of 
the  Congregational  Church,  to  consider  and  advise  with  reference  to  the  fol- 
lowing questions,  viz.: 
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1st.  Was  I  in  good  and  regular  standing  as  a  member  of  the  Tabernacle 
Church  on  the  25th  of  August,  1849  1 

2d.  Has  any  thing  taken  place  in  reference  to  the  question  of  my  request 
for  a  dismission  since  that  time  that  renders  it  improper  that  I  should  have  a 
letter  in  the  usual  form? 

3d.  Is  the  standing  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  such  that  the  Tabernacle 
Church  ought  not  to  recommend  members  to  its  communion? 

I  would  propose  thai  the  Council  should  be  composed  of  churches  whose 
ministers  have  never  been  called  to  act  in  the  case  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church  during  its  last  difficulties? 

I  will  be  ready  to  meet  your  Committee  at  any  suitable  time  on  a  few  hours' 
notice,  for  the  purpose  of  selecting  the  Council  and  preparing  the  letters 
missive. 

From  your  brother  in  Christ, 

EZEKIEL    GOSS. 

Salem,  Oct.  30th,  1849. 

N.  B.  On  account  of  business  arrangements  I  would  earnestly  request  that 
the  Church  would  act  on  it  on  Friday  evening  next  at  the  close  of  the  pre- 
paratory lecture. 


No.  9. 
ACTION  OF  THE  TABERNACLE  CHURCH  DECLINING  A  MU- 
TUAL COUNCIL. 

Salem,  Nov.  9,  1849. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  Friday  evening,  the  request  of 
Br.  Goss  for  a  mutual  council  was  acted  upon,  and  the  following  vote  was 
passed,  viz.: 

"  Whereas  our  Br.  Ezekiel  Goss,  has  requested  this  church  to  unite  with 
him  calling  a  mutual  council"  to  consider  and  advise  with  reference  to  the 
following  questions,  viz.: — 

1st.  Was  I  in  good  and  regular  standing  as  a  member  of  the  Tabernacle 
Church,  on  the  25th  of  August,  1849? 

2d.  Has  any  thing  taken  place  in  reference  to  the  question  of  my  request 
for  a  dismission,  since  that  time,  that  renders  it  improper  that  I  should  have 
a  letter  in  the  usual  form? 

3d.  Is  the  standing  of  Howard  Street  Church  such,  that  the  Tabernacle 
Church,  ought  not  to  recommend  members  to  its  communion  ? — 

Therefore,  voted,  that  the  following  answer  be  given  to  his  request,  viz.: 

In  regard  to  the  first  of  the  questions,  which  it  is  proposed  to  submit  to  a 
mutual  council,  the  Church  has  not  taken  action  in  a  judicial  manner,  and  the 
hope  has  been  cherished,  and  still  is,  that  both  the  expediency  and  necessity  of 
such  action  may  be  entirely  precluded.  If,  however,  the  long  absence  of  Br. 
Goss  from  the  communion  and  meetings  of  the  church  previous  to  August  25 
should  ever  be  brought  before  the  Church,  in  the  regular  process  of  discipline, 
the  Church  has  no  reason  to  anticipate  any  such  difficulties  in  the  case,  as 
would  give  occasion,  in  the  smallest  degree,  for  the  advice  of  a  council. 

Upon  the  second  question,  which  it  is  proprosed  to  submit  to  a  mutual 
council, — the  Church  has  taken  no  action  whatever,  neither  has  any  been 
contemplated,  so  far  as  known  to  the  Church.  As,  therefore,  the  subject 
matter  of  neither  of  these  questions,  has  been  adjudicated  in  the  Church,  nor 
even  introduced  into  the  church  for  the  purpose  of  adjudication,  there  can  be  no 


propriety  in  calling  a  mutual  council  in  such  circumstances  "  to  cornsider  and 
advise  with  reference"  to  them. 

In  relation  to  the  third  question,  it  is  true  that  the  Church  has  taken  action, 
and  such  action  as  may  be  inferred  from  the  language  used  in  the  letter  to  Br. 
Goss.  The  action  of  the  church  however,  by  which  the  dissolution  of  the 
■  Howard  Street  Church,  May  4th,  1847,  has  been  recognized,  was  taken  with 
much  carefulness  and  under  a  constraining  sense  of  duty,  to  vindicate  and 
support  the  fundamental  principles  and  accredited  usages  of  the  Congregational 
order, — as  affecting  the  independence  of  each  church  respectively,  and  the 
inalienable  rights  of  majorities  in  each  church.  Until  those  who  now  profess 
to  be  the  original  Howard  Street  Church,  as  if  no  dissolution  had  ever  been 
voted,  shall  take  a  different  ground  upon  which  they  wall  urge  their  claims  to 
recognition  and  fellowship  as  a  sister  church, — the  Tabernacle  Church  cannot, 
with  any  consistency  and  propriety,  acknowledge  their  title  to  such  recognition 
and  fellowship  ;  so  far  as  known  to  the  Tabernacle  Church,  there  is  no  existing 
occasion  to  submit  its  doings,  in  respect  to  this  subject,  to  the  revision  of  a 
council;  neither  is  there  any  such  occasion  apprehended,  in  the  changes  of 
the  future.  While,  therefore,  the  Church  has  none  other  than  the  kindest 
feelings  towards  Br.  Goss,  and  there  is  not  the  least  desire  to  prevent  a 
removal  of  his  relation  of  membership  to  some  sister  churcii,  whenever  it  can 
be  accomplished  in  an  orderly  and  satisfactory  manner,  the  request  of  our  Br. 
Goss,  that  the  Church  should  unite  with  him  in  calling  a  mutual  council, 
must  be  declined. 

Humphrey    Cook,   Church    Clerh. 


No.  9. 
ACTION  OF  THE  ESSEX  SOUTH  CONFERENCE  OF  CHURCHES. 

In  October  of  the  year  1847,  the  Essex  South  Conference  of  Churches  met 
at  Swampscot.  The  Howard  Street  Church  sent  Brethen  B.  A.  Gray  and  D. 
Brainard  Brooks,  as  delegates,  at  the  call  of  the  names  of  the  m.embers  they 
handed  us  their  names  as  delegates.  Objections  were  made  to  their  having 
a  seat  by  R.  P.  Waters,  Esq.,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  church  there. 
Their  claim  was  referred  to  a  committee  of  five  under  the  following  vote : 

"  Voted,  that  a  committee  of  five  be  appointed  to  consider  the  question  pertaining  to 
the  relations  to  this  conference  of  the  brethren  claiming  to  be  the  Howard  Street  Church, 
Salem.  Messrs.  Lawrence,  Cooke,  Field,  Tolraan,  and  Trask,  of  Beverly,  were  appoint- 
ed the  committee." 

Danvers,  October  8,  1848. 

Voted  to  hear  the  report  of  the  Committee  on  the  questions  pertaining  to  the  relations 
of  the  brethren  claiming  to  be  the  Howard  Street  Church,  to  this  conference. 

REPORT. 

Whereas,  It  is  an  admitted  principle  that  in  the  action  of  Congregational  churches 
laid  down  in  the  New  Testament,  and  in  the  records  and  symbols  of  our  churches,  that 
majorities  govern  :  and  whereas  we  find  no  accredited  precedents  in  the  usages  of  the 
church  to  the  contrary,  and  do  not  feel  willing  to  institute  one — Therefore,  Resolved, 
That  the  claim  of  our  brethren  to  be  the  late  Howard  Street  Church,  ought  not  to  be 
allowed  and  is  not   allowed. 

After  a  protracted  discussion  (from  9  A.  M.,  to  4  P.  M.,)  of  the  subject,  the  Report 
of  the  Committee  was  adopted. 

A  true  copy  of  the  records,  made  by 

M.  H.  Wilder. 
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No.    10. 
RESULT  OF  COUNCIL  ADVISING  TO  THE  DISSOLUTION, 

Salem,  April  14,  1847. 

It  appears  that,  the  pastor's  request  for  a  dismissioo  arises  from  embarrass- 
ments which  have  rendered,  in  a  great  degree,  abortive  his  earnest  and  self- 
denying  efforts  for  a  course  of  years,  and  vphich  embarrassments  have  iiovi^ 
come  to  a  crisis,  so  that  we  can  do  no  less  than  accede  to  his  request,  and  we 
hereby  declare  his  pastoral  relation  dissolved. 

We  tenderly  sympathize  with  the  Rev.  Mr.  Mann,  in  his  afflictions  and 
disappointed  hopes,  and  most  cordially  recommend  him  to  the  churches  of 
Christ,  as  sound  in  doctrine,  earnest,  able,  and  faithful  in  preaching ;  kind, 
amiable  and  acceptable  in  the  relations  of  social  life,  and  heartily  devoted  to  the 
true  ends  of  the  ministry.  And  we  deem  it  due  to  him  to  say,  that  his 
failure  of  the  desired  success  in  extricating  this  church  from  its  embarrass- 
ments shoald  not  be  used  in  disparagement  of  his  ministerial  character  in  any 
respect. 

And  since  the  embarrassments  which  have  so  far  frustrated  his  ministry 
still  exist,  without  prospect  of  change,  while  the  church  retains  its  present 
organization,  we  would  suggest  the  inquiry  whether  the  best  good  of  all 
concerned  would  not  be  consulted  by  a  dissolution  of  that  organization,  and 
the  members  connect  themselves  with  other  churches  in  this  city.  A  step  so 
uncommon,  we  think,  is  made  expedient  by  reasons  as  peculiar.  It  is  not 
that  we  think  that  there  is  not  ability  and  piety  enough  to  sustain  the  enter- 
prise in  favoring  circumstances.  There  are  materials  of  great  value  in  this 
church,  but  they  stand  in  such  relations  as  to  hinder  their  efforts  for  good. 
Nor  is  it  true  that  our  denomination  in  this  city  have^churches  enough  without 
this.  The  prospect  frather  appears  to  be,  that  if  this  is  dissolved,  a  new  one 
will  soon  take  its  place.  We  would,  therefore,  advise  that  the  present 
organization,  if  it  sees  fit,  vote  a  dissolution,  and  if  the  proprietors  of  the 
meeting-house  see  fit,  close  it  awhile  and  wait  for  the  movements  of  Providence. 
We  feel  persuaded  that  the  time  will  soon  come  when  the  way  will  be  made 
to  open  it  under  better  auspices.  A  new  organization  formed  for  the  purpose, 
would  of  course  stand  clear  of  most  of  the  embarrassments  of  the  present. 

We  deem  it  to  be  our  duty  in  concluding  this  Result  to  call  upon  some  of 
the  individuals  of  the  Church  to  reconsider  the  manner,  in  which  they  have 
treated  their  pastor,  during  the  existence  of  the  difficulties  which  have  given 
occasion  to  the  calling  of  this  council.  Saying  nothing  of  those  who  have 
been  in  fault  in  other  matters,  there  has  been  a  disposition  on  the  part  of 
these,  to  push  some]  favorite  points  to  extremes  ; — a  want  of  charitable  con- 
struction on  the  pastor's  motives  and  conduct  in  relation  to  points  on  which 
there  existed  a  difference  of  opinion  between  him  and  them  ;  and  a  deficiency 
of  that  kindness  and  courtesy  which  he  had  a  right  to  claim  as  a  Christian 
minister,  and  particularly  as  their  pastor. 

The  Council  hope  that  they  will  see  their  error,  and  that  in  whatever 
future  ecclesiastical  connection  they  may  be  placed,  they  will  seek  to  be 
possessed  of  a  spirit  of  wisdom,  and  of  a  sound  mind,  and  will  remember  that 
charily,  kindness  and  forbearance  are  as  important  parts  of  Christian  character, 
as  zeal  in  suppressing  the  errors  and  vices  of  society. 

Parsons  Cooke,  Moderator 
E.  A.  Lawrence,  Scribe. 


No.    11. 
VOTE  OF  THE  MAJORITY  TO  DISSOLVE. 

Tuesday  evening,  May  4,  1847,  Church  met  by  adjournment. 

Voted  to  choose  R.  P.  Waters,  Moderator,  pro  tem. 

A.  T.  Brooks  withdrew  his  motion  for  the  previous  question. 

On  the''motion  of  indefinite  postponement.  Voted  in  the  negative. 

A.  T.  Brooks  offered  the  following-  amendment  to  the  main  question,  which 
was  accepted  by  the  mover,  as  follows,  after  "  adopt,"  to  read  thus  : 

Voted  to  adopt  the  remainder  of  the  Result  of  the  council  and  by  and  with 
their  advice,  this  organization  is  hereby  dissolved — and  that  Deacons  Smith, 
Foster  and  Driver,  be  a  committee  to  grant  letters  of  dismissions  and  recom- 
mendations under  date  of  May  4,  1847,  to  all  the  remaining  members  of  the 
church,  to  any  Orthodox  Congregational  Church  they  may  direct. 

The  yeas  and  nays  being  called  for,  the  result  was  as  follows : 

Yeas — A.  T.  Brooks,  Thomas  Brooks,  Amos  Henfield,  Aaron  Smith,  Jr., 
John  Kimball,  Wm.  R.  Warden,  Joseph  G.  Porter,  John  H.  Grush,  Alexander 
McClay,  Moses  T.  Upton,fGeorge  B.  Stedman,  Gideon  B.  Monarch,  Charles 
Goodrich,  Elbridge  Guilford,  E.  W.  Fabins,  Isaac  P.  Foster,  R.  P.  Waters, 
—17. 

Nays — Daniel  Millet,  Joseph  Hale,  S.  Driver,  Benj.  A.  Gray,  Thaddeus 
Osgood,  D.  B.  Brooks,  E.^B.  Osgood,  Benj.  Trask,  Eben.  Cleaveland,  Wm. 
P.  Fuller— 10. 


No.  12. 

\^OTE  OF  THE  CHURCH  UPON  THE  PASTOR'S  REQUEST  FOR 

A  MUTUAL  COUNCIL. 

Tuesday  evening,  April  6,  1847.  A  communication  from  the  pastor 
requesting  the  church  to  unite  with  him  in  calling  a  mutual  council  to  dissolve 
the  pastoral  relation  being  read,  voted  unaimously  to  comply  with  his  request. 

Voted  to  invite  the  Crombie  Street  Church,  Salem,  churches  in  Marble- 
head,  Lynn,  South  and  North  Danvers,  and  Washington  street  church, 
Beverly,  to  meet  in  council  at  the  vestry,  on  Wednesday,  April  14th  at  9 
o'clock,  A.  M. 

Voted  to  choose  George  H.  Smith  and  Isaac  P.  Foster  the  committee  of  the 
church  to  draft,  sign  and  send  the  letters  missive,  and  also  to  appear  before 
the  council  in  behalf  of  the  church. 


No.    13. 

PROCEEDINGS  OF  THE  CHURCH  SUBSEQUENT  TO  THE 

VOTE  TO  DISSOLVE. 

A  meeting  for  business  was  held  in  the  vestry  on  Tuesday  evening.  May 
11th,  1847.  The  meeting  was  organized  by  the  choice  of  Daniel  Millet, 
moderator,  and  D.  B.  Brooks,  clerk. 

Voted,  that  we  choose  a  clerk  for  the  church,  our  former  clerk  having  taken 
a  letter  of  dismission  to  another  church. 

Voted,  that  E.  B.  Osgood  be  clerk. 

Voted,  to  choose  a  committee  to  supply  the  pulpit. 
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Voted,  that  Joseph  Hale,  Benj.  A.  Gray  and  John  P.  Jewett  be  this  commit- 
tee. 

Voted  to  choose  a  treasurer  for  the  church,  the  former  one  having  taken  his 
dismission. 

Voted,  that  Dea.  Stephen  Driver,  Jr.,  be  Treasurer. 

Voted,  that  a  committee  be  appointed  to  wait  upon  our  former  treasurer  to 
request  that  the  communion  service  be  put  into  the  hands  of  our  present 
treasurer. 

Voted,  that  Dea.  Driver  and  Joseph  Hale  be  this  committee. 

Voted,  that  the  clerk  be  requested  to  call  upon  Dea.  Foster,  our  former 
clerk,  and  request  the  records  belonging  to  this  church. 

Voted,  that  an  Ecclesiastical  council  be  called  to  examine  the  doings  of  the 
last  church  meeting. 

Voted,  that  the  council  be  requested  to  meet  on  the  26th  day  of  May  1847. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  church  held  May  17,  the  vote  calling  the  council  to 
meet  on  the  26th  was  reconsidered,  and  it  -was  voted  to  fix  the  time  to  the  28th 
of  May. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  1 3  r  missive  : 

Rev.  and  Beloved : — Whereas  for  a  year  past  difficulties  have  existed  in 
this  church  which  have  resulted  in  the  calling  of  two  Ecclesiastical  councils 
the  second  of  which  dissolves  the  relation  of  the  pastoral  connection  with  the 
church  and  society,  and  also  recommended  that  the  church  take  into  considera- 
tion the  expediency  of  disbanding  its  organization, — The  result  of  the  council 
having  been  read  to  the  church,  the  former  part,  which  dismissed  the  pastor, 
was  unanimously  accepted ;  a  motion  was  then  made  to  adopt  the  closing  part 
of  the  result,  and  by  its  adoption  to  consider  the  church  disbanded.  This  was 
strenuously  opposed  by  a  large  minority  of  the  members  present,  and  various 
arguments  were  presented  for  the  consideration  of  the  church,  tending  to 
prove  the  impossibility  of  thus  disbanding  a  church  of  Christ  without  a  unan- 
imous vote.  But  notwithstanding  all  the  protestations  of  the  minority,  the 
vote  was  passed,  seventeen  voting  in  the  affirmative,  and  ten  in  the  negative, 
three  of  those  voting  in  the  affirmative  at  previous  meetings  of  the  church, 
having  bean  dismissed  to  sister  churches,  yet  they  still  persisted  in  voting  on 
the  question,  though  protests  were  made  against  it.  Several  members,  five  at 
least,  would  have  been  present  to  have  voted  with  the  minority,  had  not 
Providence  prevented.  Under  these  circumstances  the  vote  was  passed  and  a 
committee  of  three  persons  was  chosen  (two  of  whom  had  been  dismissed  at 
their  request  from  the  church)  to  give  letters  of  dismission  and  recommenda- 
tion to  all  the  members — whether  they  asked  for  them  or  not.  This  is  a  brief 
statement  of  facts  in  the  case.  We  are  deeply  grieved,  and  placed  by 
this  vote  of  the  church  in  peculiar  circumstances  of  trial  and  affliction,  and 
need  judicious  Christian  advice  in  the  matter,  and  therefore  ask  you  to  meet 
in  council,  by  your  pastor  and  delegate,  at  the  vestry  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church,  on  Friday,  May  28th,  at  10  o'clock,  A.  M.,  and  review  these  pro- 
ceedings, and  adjudicate  thereon. 

Note,  On  the  day  appointed  for  the  meeting  of  the  council,  Friday  May  28th,  it 
was  decided  that  as  the  number  present  was  not  sufficient  for  a  quorum,  the  time  of 
meeting  be  postponed  to  Tuesday,  June  15th. 

At  the  above  meeting  Dr.  Perry  was  Moderator. 


No.    14. 

PROCEEDINGS  OF  THE  COUNCIL  TO  WHICH  THE  QUESTION 

OF  ACTUAL  DISSOLUTION  WAS  SUBMITTED. 

A  copy  of  the  Result  of  the  Council,  Salem,  June  15th,  1847 

An   Ecclesiastical   Council  convened  a1  the  vestry  of  the   Howard   Street 
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Church,  pursuant  to  letters  missive  from  the  Howard  Street  Cliurch,  for  the 
purpose  of  giving-  advice  in  regard  to  certain  proceedings  purporting  to  be  a 
dissolution  of  said  church  against  the  wishes  of  a  minority. 

The  Rev.  Gardner  B.  Perry  was  chosen  Moderator,  and  Joshua  Leavitt, 
Scribe. 

The  churches  present  were  as  follows  : 

Salem  Church,  Boston — Br.  David  Pulsifer,  delegate. 

East  Bradford  Church — Rev.  G.  B.  Perry,  D.  D.,  pastor  ;  Dea.  Ira  Hop- 
kinson,  delegate. 

Second  Evangelical  Congregational  Church,  Campridgeport — Rev.  Joseph 
C.  Lovejoy,  pastor ;  Rev.  Joshua  Leavitt,  delegate. 

Hopkinton  Church — Dea.  Samuel  Morse,  delegate. 

East  Abington  Church — Rev.  H.  D.  Walker,  pastor  ;  Dea.  Elijah  Shaw, 
delegate. 

Free  Church,  Andover — Rev.  E.  C.  Winchester,  pastor ;  Br.  John  Smith, 
delegate. 

Third  Church,  Danvers — Rev.  Richard  Tolman,  pastor ;  Dea.  Frederick 
Howe,  delegate. 

Prayer  was  offered  by  the  Moderator. 

The  committee  who  had  issued  letters  missive  presented  the  record  of  pro- 
ceedings had  subsequent  to  the  vote  of  dissolution  passed  by  the  church. 

The  records  of  the  church  prior  to  the  vote  of  dissolution  were  read  by  Mr. 
Foster,  the  late  clerk^  in  whose  hands  they  lemain. 

The  committee  were  fully  heard  on  the  subject  of  the  dissolution  of  the 
church ;  and  then  several  of  those  who  had  voted  with  the  majority  were 
heard  at  length.     The  people  then  retired. 

Voted,  That  the  members  of  the  council  be  called  upon  to  express  their 
views  individually  on  the  case  as  it  stands  before  the  council. 

The  members  were  nearly  unanimous  in  the  opinion  that  it  is  not  competent 
for  a  church  to  dissolve  itself  by  the  vote  of  a  majority,  depriving  individuals 
of  their  covenant  rights  and  privileges  without  their  consent.  We  are  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  this  church  is  not  disbanded,  und  those  members  that 
remain  ought  to  sustain  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of  the  church.  And 
they  should  humble  themselves  before  God,  and  confess  their  faults  one  to 
another,  and  pray  one  for  another,  until  they  come  to  be  of  one  mind,  so  that 
the  Spirit  may  come  down  upon  them  from  on  high  as  in  times  past.  Thus 
may  the  Howard  Street  Church  be  maintained  to  the  honor  of  religion  and  the 
salvation  of  many  souls. 

Voted,  unanimously,  That  the  above  be  accepted  as  the  result  of  this 
council. 

(Signed.)  Joshua  Leavitt,  Scribe. 

Note.  The  Rev.  Mr.  Tolman,  of  Danvers,  was  the  member  alluded  to  above  as  at 
first  disseniing.  He  told  a  brother  in  the  church  the  same  afternoon  in  returning  home 
from  the  council,  that  previous  to  the  discussions  of  the  council  in  private  session  he  was 
of  the  opinion  that  a  majority  vote  could  disband  a  church,  but  after  hearing  the  discus- 
sion of  the  question  by  the  members,  he  gave  in  and  voted  with  them. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  church  held  in  the  vestry  on  Wednesday  evening) 
June  16th,  after  the  result  of  council  was  read  to  the  church,  it  was 

Voted,  That  the  report  of  the  council  be  accepted  and  recorded  in  the 
records  of  the  church,  and  also  be  published. 


No.   15. 
CHURCHES  COMPOSING  THE  INSTALLING  COUNCIL. 
The  following  is  a  list  of  the  churches  represented  in  the  council  at  the 
nstallation  of  Rev.  M.  H.  Wilder,  as  pastor  of  the  Howard  Street  Church 
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and  Society,  July  10th,  1849. 

Third  Congregational  Church,  Salem — Rev.  Dr.  Emerson,  pastor. 

Church  in  East  Bradford — Rev.  Dr.  Perry,  pastor;  Dea.  Ira  Hopkinson, 
delegate. 

First  Church  in  Braintree — Rev.  Dr.  Storrs,  pastor;  Br.  John  Wild, 
delegate. 

South  Church,  Ipswich — Rev.  Mr.  Fitz,  pastor,  Josiah  Kimball,  delegate. 

Second  Evangelical  Congregational  Church,  Cambridgeport — Rev.  J.  C. 
Lovejoy,  pastor;  Alfred  H.  Orcutt,  delegate. 

Park  Street  Church,  Boston — Rev.  A.  L.  Stone,  pastor;  Dea.  Edwin 
Lamson,  delegate. 

Third  Congregational  Church,  Danvers — Rev.  James  Fletcher,  pastor ;  Br. 
Nathan  Tapley,  delegate. 

Dane  Street  Church,  Beverly — Br.  Israel  Trask,  delegate. 

First  Congregational  Church,  Manchester — Br.  Henry  Kitfield,  delegate. 

Bethesda  Church,  Reading — Br.  David  Emerson,  delegate. 

Church  in  Hopkinton — Rev.  J.  C.  Webster,  pastor ;  Br.  S.  D.  Davenport, 
delegate. 

Church  in  West  Medway — Rev.  Dr.  Ide. 


No.    16. 
LETTER  OF  DR.  OSGOOD. 

Springfield,  Dec.  18,  1849. 

Dear  Brother: — I  received  your  kind  letter  of  the  10th,  and  I  sincerely 
regret  that  it  is  impracticable  for  me  to  be  present  at  the  adjourned  council.  It 
would  give  me  great  pleasure  to  meet  so  noble  a  Phalanx  of  Congregational 
brethren,  as  are  on  that  council.  I  wrote  to  Mr.  Goss  at  first,  stating  the 
inconvenience  under  which  I  should  labor,  and  desired  him  to  make  my  excuse 
to  the  brethren,  intimating  at  the  same  time,  that  I  would  have  consented, 
but  for  the  fact  that  they  had  a  very  large  and  efficient  council  without  me. 
I  never  have  declined  a  clear  course  of  duty,  and  would  not  in  the  present 
instance,  but  I  have  made  such  arrangements  that  I  cannot  be  with  you  without 
making  a  sacrifice  which  I  do  not  deem  to  be  necessary.  My  counsel  is  not 
needed  to  stengthen  any  position,  which  I  presume  this  large  and  respectable 
and  clear-sighted  body  would  probably  assume.  I  fully  agree  with  you,  that 
no  church  should  be  crushed,  which  can  sustain  the  ministry.  A  minority 
have  ecclesiastical  rights  as  a  majority.  It  they  desire  to  keep  their  organ- 
ization, why  should  they  be  compelled,  by  stronger  bodies,  to  abandon  if?  I 
recollect  the  case  of  the  church  in  Kingston,  N.  H.,  under  the  venerable  Dr. 
Thayer,  in  which  I  think  there  was  but  one  male  member  and  abont  twelve 
females  ;  and  when  the  sacrament  was  to  be  administered,  in  one  instance,  at 
least,  a  deacon  of  a  sister  church  was  invited  to  officiate.  That  church  lived, 
and  soon  after  the  death  of  the  good  pastor,  the  seed  he  had  planted  for  half  a 
century  or  less,  sprung  up  in  a  glorious  revival.  I  do  not  understand  why  the  sis- 
ter churches  wish  to  cast  this  church  out  of  the  family  of  our  Lord.  I  have  full 
confidence  in  that  promise,  "  if  any  man  lack  wisdom,  let  him  ask  it  of  God," 
&c.  I  feel  that  the  gieat  Head  of  the  church  will  be  with  his  ministers,  will 
lead  them  into  all  truth,  and  make  their  decision,  whatever  it  shall  be,  the 
means  of  promoting  the  glory  of  his  name,  and  the  good  of  his  kingdom. 

Present  my  affectionate  regards  to  the  brethren,  and  accept  the  assurance  of 
my  confidence  in  yourself  and  all  connected  with  you. 

Samuel  Osgood. 

Rev.  Dr.  E.  Beecheu. 


NOTICE  OF  THE  "REVIEW." 


Since  the  publication  of  this  Result  of  Council,  a  review  of  140  pp.  has  ap- 
peared by  the  authority  of  "  Members  of  Essex  South  Conference."*  So  far 
as  it  refers  to  the  doings  and  arguments  of  the  council,  they  are  abundantly 
able  to  take  care  of  themselves. 

The  facts  respecting  the  case  of  Mi.  Goss,  cannot  be  so  perverted  as  to 
injure  his  Christian  character  with  those  who  know  him  ;  and  it  will  require 
something  more  than  a  new  edition  of  church  records,  "  amended  and  improv- 
ed," to  convince  those  who  read  the  ponderous  pamphlet,  that  he  was  not 
entitled  to  a  dismission  with  the  ordinary  testimonials,  to  the  Howard  Street 
Church.  And  very  few  will  be  misled  by  any  statement  from  any  dignitary 
of  the  church,  who  would  on  the  19th  of  April  1850,  with  his  eyes  open, 
ask  a  church  to  adopt  an  amendment  to  their  record  of  Sept.  28th,  1849, 
so  as  virtually,  to  make  them  responsible  for  the  action  of  a  committee, 
when  it  was  in  undisputed  testimony,  by  members  of  his  own  church,  that  one 
month  later,  i.  e.  October,  26th  1849,  he  said  respecting  that  same  re- 
port that  it  was  accepted  and  not  adopted;  and  therefore  it  was  but  the  action 
of  individuals;  and  not  the  action  of  the  church,  and  as  a  reason  why  Mr.  Goss 
should  not  make  a  statement  respecting  things  charged  against  him  in  that  re- 
port ;  at  the  same  time  saying  repeatedly,  the  church  have  nothing  against  you 
Mr.  Goss.  If  the  report  was  adopted  as  the  amended  record  would  have  us  be- 
lieve, then  it  was  not  true  that  the  church  had  nothing  against  Mr.  Goss,  and 
yet  the  pastor  says,  "we  have  neither  charge  nor  charges  against  you  ;" — and 
this  is  said  to  prevent  Mr.  G.  from  making  a  written  statement  in  which  are 
found  the  words  :  "  If  any  are  grieved  with  any  of  my  wrong  doings,  I  humbly 
ask  them  to  forgive,  and  when  I  am  sensible  of  what  the  wrong  is,  I  will  en- 
deavor to  make  all  suitable  reparation."  Such  a  course,  reveals  a  spirit  and 
disposition  that  is  not  likely  to  injure  any  man's  reputation,  in  the  eyes  of 
open  hearted,  honorable  men. 

And  if  Howard  Street  Church — under  three  years  of  abuse  and  contempt, 
of  which  the  parts  of  this  book  that  relate  to  its  history,  are  a  fair  sample  ; 
has  sustained  its  means  of  grace  as  regularly  and  with  less  outstanding 
debts  than  in  former  years,  and  with  comparatively  trifling  assistance  from 
abroad ;  and  if  the  churches  generally,  notwithstanding  all  that  has  been 
done,  cordially  sympathise  with  its  pastor,f  and  under  his  ministry  the  stated 
worshippers  have  increased,  until  the  average  congregations  are  as  Krge  as 
for  many  years  previous  to  the  attempted  dissolution,  and  as  it  is  often  said 
by  members  of  the  other  societies,  "  it  has  the  confidence  of  the  community 
to  a  greater  extent  than  at  any  former  time  ;"  and  if,  as  we  suppose  to  be  the 
fact,  it  has  had  as  many  additions  by  profession,  and  as  many  hopeful  conver- 
sions, as  either  of  the  other  orthodox  churches  in  Salem  ;  then  surely  we  need 

'Perhaps  there  are  some  members  of  the  Essex  South  Conference  vho  would  have  been 
better  pleased  if  the  authors  of  this  review,  had  taken  its  responsibilty  more  nearly  to 
themselves.  It  is  possible  that  four,  out  of  twenty-four  member.*,  would  be  willing  to 
append  their  names  to  the  document  as  a  whole;  but  not  probable. 

t  Alffayg  excepting  those  who  are  committed  against  it,  and  the  number  is  not  Tcry 
f  r«at. 
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not  fear  the  influence  .of  this  document.  Those  in  Salem  or  elsewhere,  who 
know  the  facts,  "  can  but  look  upon  it  as  proof  conclusive  of  absolute  pre- 
sumption and  infatuation."* 

There  are  however,  some  things  that  are  so  entirely  at  variance  with  facts, 
that  we  cannot  let  them  pass  unnoticed.  One  is  the  attempt  to  accuse  the 
present  proprietors  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  of  dishonesty.  The  How- 
ard Street  MeetintJ^-house  was  built  in  1804,  and  its  proprietors  incorporated 
by  a  special  act.  The  title  to  the  house  and  land  is  vested  in  the  pew-holders. 
Each,  by  his  deed  is  entitled  "to  the  pew,  with  the  proportion  of  land  there- 
unto adjoining  and  belonging."  The  proprietors  at  their  annual  meeting,  elect 
a  standing  committee  to  do  the  joint  business  of  the  society,  i.  e.  to  carry  out 
the  ends  for  which  the  house  was  built.  The  proprietors  are  authorized  to  ap- 
praise the  pews  according  to  their  relative  value,  and  the  standing  commitlee 
may  levy  a  tax  as  authorized  by  the  proprietors  for  the  support  of  a  minister, 
with  all  incidental  charges  and  expenses  ;  and  if  any  owner  of  a  pew  neglect 
or  refuse  to  pay  his  tax  for  one  year,  the  proprietors  may  cause  it  to  be  sold  for 
the  tax.  The  taxes  have  been  levied  on  all  the  pews  in  the  ho'JS3,  except 
such  as  have  been  exempted  for  special  reasons  ;  and  these  may  be  rented  by 
the  committee  for  the  benefit  of  the  object  for  which  the  house  was  built. 
More  than  thirty  years  ago  the  sum  of  $12,281  was  apportioned  among  the 
present  pews  in  the  lower  part  of  the  house,  as  the  basis  of  taxation,  at  from 
$59  to  $185  each,  and  12  per  cent,  was  ordered  to  be  levied  on:  that  valuation 
which  tax  has  been  continued  till  the  present  time,  for  the  support  of  the 
minister  and  incidental  expenses;  and  from  that  time  when  the  owners  have 
refused  or  negPected  to  pay  their  tax,  their  pews  have  been  sold  according  to 
lav?.  The  average  price  of  pews  for  the  last  thirty  years  has  not  exceeded 
$25,  and  the  income  of  this  sumcan  by  no  possible  contingency  be  put  into  thf 
pockets  of  its  owners.  The  man  who  invests  $25  for  a  pew  in  any  of  our 
churches  incorporated  as  this  is,  is  compelled  to  pay  a  tax  annually  of  from 
$12  to  $22,  or  forfeit  his  pew.  What  then  becomes  of  his  residuary  interest 
in  the  house  ? 

The  conduct  of  this  same  majority  will  illustrate  the  case.  In  1832,  when 
by  influences  in  whicih  they  participated,  the  church  was  well  nigh  destroyed, 
and  140  of  its  members  out  of  less  than  200,  abandoned  the  enterprise  ;  we 
find  the  same  principles  involved  and  the  same  course  pursued  to  which  they 
now  object.  There  were  deb's  in  both  cases  which  the  Howard  Street  So- 
ciety were  holden  to  pay.  Those  who  would  remain  and  carry  forward  the 
work  of  the  organization,  must  pay  them  in  both  cases. 

It  is  said  that  those  who  went  away  sold  those  who  remained  their  share  of 
the  property,  as  an  equivalent  for  the  payment  of  the  debts.  The  error  of 
this  statement  is  seen  in  two  ways.     In   all  cases  where  men   abandon   such 

*  These  statements  are  so  unfair  and  one  sided,  that  what  is  not  untrue,  is  calculated 
to  leave  wioiig  impressions,  and  do  us  an  incalculal)le  injury.  We  do  not  feel  iuclined 
to  expose  the  wickedness  of  those  who  profess  to  De  Christians,  but,  as  such  confident 
appe;il  is  made  to  the  comparison  nf  character  where  both  parties  are  known,  we  cannot 
forbear  saying,  that  of  the  ten  who  opposed  the  vote  to  dissolve,  theie  is  not  one  whose 
christian  character  has  not  to  this  day  been  without  just  cause  of  reproach.  They  are 
all  now  in  good  standing,  and  may  safely  challenge  an  investigation  of  character,  in  com- 
parison with  the  authors  themselves.  It  is  not  so  with  the  seventeen  who  voted  to  dis- 
solve; four  at  least  are  not  now  in  church  fellowship,  and  with  the  remainder  respectable 
as  they  are,  the  ten  need  not  b^  ashamed  of  a  coinparision  when  tried  by  any  standard 
except  the  assessors  valuation.  And  even  here,  they  are  not  in  such  abject  poverty  as  the 
review  would  have  the  world  believe.  The  truth  is,  that  with  very  trifling  assistance  from 
without,  they  have  for  the  last  tliiee  years,  i.  e.  since  the  vote  to  dissolve,  kept  the 
pulpit  supplied,  and  paid  for  it  ;  and  the  church  have  never  been  so  prompt  in  meeting 
current  expenses  for  twenty  years  as  during  this  time;  and  yet  khey  are  poor,  and  need 
the  prayers  and  assistance  of  the  wise  and  the  good. 
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property,  they  aro  no  longer  holden  for  the  debts  for  which  the  property  is 
liable,  any  agreement  of  the  kind  then  is  without  any  object  : — and  then,  an 
examination  of  the  treasurer's  books  will  show  that  while  eight  owners  of 
pews  gave  up  their  deeds,  as  honorable  men  would  be  disposed  to  do,  in  order 
that  the  burdens  of  the  few  might  not  be  increased  ;  forty-five  of  the  owners  of 
pews  at  that  time  let  their  taxes  remain  unpaid,  and  within  one  year  from 
the  time  they  left,  their  pews  were  sold,  and  bought  in  by  the  society. 

The  following  statement,  carefully  made  out  from  the  treasurer's  books 
will  show  the  state  of  the  property  rights  of  the  corporation.  In  January, 
1847,  there  were  29  legal  voters  in  the  society.  Connected  with  ll'ie 
seventeen  who  voted  in  the  church  for  the  dissolution,  and  in  lavor  of  that 
vote,  were  fourteen  voters,  holding  thirteen  taxable  pews,  and  thirteen  not 
subject  to  tax  ;  their  taxes  at  12  per  cent,  on  the  taxable  pews  was  $245,48 
and  the  appraised  value  of  all  these  pews  was  $3304. 

Connected  with  the  ten  who  voted  against  the  dissolution  and  opposed  to  it, 
were  fifteen  voters  with  fourteen  taxable  pews,  twelve  not  subject  to  tax. 
taxes  at  12  per  cent,  $236,68 — and  the  whole  appraised  value  of  these  pews 
$3414.  They  were  a  majority  in  number,  paid  nearly  as  much  taxes  and 
owned  more  property  in  the  house,  than  those  who  voted  with  the  majority  in 
the  church.  * 

There  Were  absentees  who  held  five  pews,  and  on  the  28th  of  May,  after  the 
Tote  to  dissolve,  eight  pews  were  sold,  not  subject  to  tax — leaving  tlirty  pews 
on  the  floor  and  foity-five  in  the  gallery  unsold,  and  belonging  to  the  society 
for  the  support  of  the  gospel,  as  the  proper  representative  of  mere  than  $3!:'00 
subscribed  and  paid  in  voluntary  donations  to  that  society  for  its  genera]  objt  cts 
at  different  times.  Do  thirteen  voters,  with  twenty-six  pews,  costing  them  riot 
more  in  the  aggregate  than  650  or  $700,  expect  to  oust  fifteen  voters,  with 
the  same  number  of  pews,  at  as  great  a  cost  as  theirs,  and  get  a  pro-iata 
share,  of  a  house  now  worth  8  or  $9000,  thus  constituted,  a  trust  fund  for 
the  support  of  the  gospel? — and  does  the  author  of  that  review  call  this 
honesty  ? 

Before,  and  in  anticipation  of,  the  annual  proprietor's  meeting  of  April 
1847,  the  minority  of  the  whole  number  of  leg'al  voters  sold  of  tl.eir  pews  to 
men,  such  as  they  could  find,  who  were  willing  to  lend  a  hand  in  the  very 
creditable  work  which  they  had  agreed  upon,  and  they  came  to  the  meeting 
with  a  triumphant  majority,  elected  their  officers,  voted  to  close  the  meeting- 
house; and  in  that  dynasty  it  was  that  the  bell,  organ  and  j'urniture  weie 
sold,  and  effort  was  made  to  sell  the  house;  and  all,  while  the  \eritable  Howaid 
Street  Church  was  worshipping  there.  But  how  come  they  there  ?  In  Junw 
two  months  alter  the  factitious  majority  had  closed  the  house,  and  ,afler  a 
regular  council  had  advised  them  that  they  were  the  church  and  that  ihey 
ought  to  sustain  its  rights  and  responsibilities,  the  outwitted  minority  sought 
the  best  legal  advice,  obtained  possession  of  the  house  acccrding  to  law  and 
equity,  and  lawfully  supplied  the  pulpit;  and  to  this  day,  they  have  sustained 
the  worship  of  God  in  their  house,  according  to  its  original  design  :  and  not- 
withstanding what  the  review  says  of  the  poverty  and  inefficiency  of  the 
present  organization,  (which  is  most  notoriou&ly  untrue,)  it  has  done  as  much 
of  church  work  the  past  year  as  in  any  former  year  of  its  existence,  and  never 
were  there  less  deficiencies  in  their  Current  expenses,  than  for  the  last  thiee 
years. 

In  April  1848,  hy  legal  advice,  we  sold  pews ;  mostly  to  permanent 
members,  and  at   the   annual   meeting  we   had   a   clear  majority,  chose  our 

*This  $482  taxes,  was  by  no  mer.ns  (he  usual  income  of  the  society.  Besides  this 
th"re  was  what  was  paid  for  rent  by  staled  worshippers,  who  were  .'ot  proprietors; 
and  the  subscriptions  of  those  w'ho  were  able  to  pay  more  than  their  taxes  and  vent. 
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©ffiwra,  and  ia  dua  ti^e  the  eommittee  sued  the  former  committea  for  the 
property  in  their  hands,  part  of  which,  the  avails  of  the  bell,  &c.,  had 
been  in  their  hands  more  than  six  months,  and  they  had  not  paid  it  over 
according  to  their  own  vote.  After  a  year's  delay,  rather  than  defend  the  case 
they  paid  over  the  money  in  their  hands,  for  the  payment  of  debts  for 
which  we  were  responsible.  The  plate  and  church  records,  or  a  part  of  them 
were  recovered  by  writ  of  replevin,  and  after  a  year  and  a  half  post- 
ponement by  the  defendants,  the  suit  was  dropped  without  cost  to  us.  It  is 
not  true  than  that  we  hold  it  under  bond  ;  we  are  in  possession  without  contest. 
And  there  is  now,  as  little  probability  of  any  one  of  the  former  proprietors 
of  this  house,  undertaking  to  recover  any  portion  of  the  voluntary  subscrip- 
tions for  the  debts  or  repairs  of  the  house,  as  that  the  author  of  this  review 
will  undertake  to  disband  the  American  Board  of  Foreign  Missions,  in  order, 
by  a  division  of  its  property  among  its  corporate  members,  to  get  back  dona- 
tions made  by  hi?  father  a  half  century  ago.*  The  author  might  well  say  in 
view  of  aa  attempt  to  wrest  donations  and  subscriptions  made  indiscriminately 
by  members  and  friends,  to  sustain  and  perpetuate  the  Howard  Street  Church, 
and  make  it  the  private  property  of  men  who  had  never  paid  for  their  deeds 
of  property  in  the  house  more  than  one-third  or  one-fifth  of  its  real  value  ! — 
•'  That  he  should  as  soon  liave  expected  an  open  vindication  of  embezzlement 
or  burglary." — See  Review,  p.  123 

The  Review  says  that,  "The  minority  at  the  time  of  the  vote  to  dissolve, 
took  it  for  granted,  as  was  right,  that  if  such  a  vote  should  pass,  there  was  to  be 
of  course  an  end  of  the  organization  known  as  the  Howard  Street  Church  ! 
They  certainly  spoke  and  acted  as  if  this  was  to  be  the  inevitable  and  unal- 
terable effect  of  such  a  vote.  It  was  an  afterthought  that  led  to  the  claim, 
which  they  have  since  urged  so  vehemently."  Now  this  may  all  be  very  good 
rhetoric,  but  it  lacks  the  essential  element  to  inspire  confidence  in  its  author. 
It  happens  to  be  all  false  ;  absolutely,  in  every  particular  false.  The  simple 
truth  is,  that  the  majority  were  told  all  along  that  they  could  not  dissolve  a 
church  in  that  way  ;  and  that  they,  the  minority,  should  not  pay  any  attention 
to  such  a  vote,  and  immediately  on  the  vote  being  declared,  one  of  the  minor- 
ity arose  and  in  a  clear  voice  said — "  There  will  be  a  meeting  of  the  church 
next  Tuesday  evening  for  business  as  usual."  That  meeting  was  held  and  the 
regular  Tuesday  evening  meetings  have  never  since  been  omitted,  and  Sabbath 
worship  has  also  been  continued  from  that  time.  "  Sober-minded  men  of  ma- 
ture age  in  writing  for  the  churches,  should  aim  to  xorite  the  truth  in  simplicity, 
as  ivell  as  godly  sincerity.''^ — (See  Review,  p.  128.)  To  this  we  most  heartily 
respond. 

The  Review  says  "  There  has  never  been  a  time  when  a  minister  has  been, 
or  could  be  supported,  by  a  tax  on  the  pews  in  the  house  of  worship  in 
Howard  Street,  as  has  been  done  in  other  congregations  in  Salem.  The 
society  there,  was  far  the  strongest  and  most  flourishing,  during  the  ministry 
of  Rev.  Mr.  Williams,  and  just  before  the  secession  in  1832;  but  his  mod- 
erate salary  could  never  be  obtained  promptly."  Facts  taken  from  the  col- 
lector's books  for  1831,  in  the  hand-writing  of  the  late  J.  S.  Williams  Esq., 
show  that  there  were  at  this  time  60  proprietors,  paying  taxes  on  55  pews 
— amount  of  taxes   $960, — or   $60   more  than  the  whole  salary.     In  ad- 

♦Much  IS  s;ii.l  of  the  ^3000  laid  out  in  repairs,  just  before  the  pretended  dissolution. 
^1000  of  this  was  left  for  the  present  occupants  to  pay,  and  the  remainder  was  a 
Toluntary  subscription  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  house,  and  repair  it  for  the  public  good; 
not  one  of  theconiribiitors  ever  thought  of  receiving'  back  his  subscription  :  they  did  not 
lay  the  society  under  any  obligations  to  refund  it,  and  rai^ht  just  as  well  now  ask  the 
American  Board  to  restore  to  them  their  dunatioiia  for  the  last  twenty  years,  as  to  de- 
wand  that  the  jiresent  Howard  StiNt  Society,  should  ptvy  back  their  subacriptioui. 


dition  to  this,  the  income  of  half  pews  and  seats,  rented  to  persons  not  pro- 
prietors, was  $240,  making  the  income  of  the  society  from  the  pews  alone, 
$1,200.  We  insert  this,  as  a  specimen  of  the  reviewer's  facts  ;  without 
comment. 

In  reply  to  the  low  insinuations  respecting  the  poverty  of  Howard  Street 
Church,  we  can  say  to  the  worthy  pastor  who  penned  it :  that  Howard  Street 
Society  has  never  baen  more  dependant  upon  the  private  munificence  of  one 
man  to  save  their  house  of  worship,  than  another  Society  that  might  be  named; 
nor  so  mean  as  when  that  one  has  been  so  unfortunate  as  to  be  unable  to  pay 
his  taxes,  to  sell  the  last  pew  from  under  him  and  leave  him  to  seek  refuge  in 
another  church,  or  be  reminded  of  his  misfortunate  by  occupying  by  invitation, 
another  man's  pew.  Thongh  poor  they  are  free  men,  and  while  the  Howard 
Street  house  of  worship  js  in  their  hands,  as  a  sacred  trust  for  the  support  of 
orthodox  congregational  preaching ;  the  history  of  the  past  is  a  sufficient 
guaranty  that  that  property  will  not  be  perverted  by  selling  it  to  Romanists,  or 
applying  it  to  private  use.  The  Howard  Street  Church  have  learned  that  the 
Lord  is  their  heritage,  and  that  it  is  better  to  put  their  trust  in  Him,  than  in 
riches.  They  feel  confident  that  while  they  honor  God,  He  will  sustain  and 
bless  them.  It  is  not  the  first  time  that  a  poor  feeble  band  have  been  despised, 
in  order  thaVthe  power  of  God  might  be  magnified.  It  was  the  enemies  of 
God  that  said,  What  do  these  feeble  Jews'?  but  after  all  they  had  a  power 
that  their  enemies  could  not  appreciate — the  power  of  faith. 

There  are  many  other  statements  in  the  book,  that  are  of  the  same 
character  with  the  above,  but  we  have  neither  room  nor  disposition  to  say  all 
that  might  be  said ;  our  desire  is  to  be  permitted  to  do  oar  work,  without  in- 
interruption.  These  few  pages  have  been  written,  not  because  we  delight  in 
controversy,  but  simply  to  show  that  we  are  the  legitimate,  rightful,  owners 
of  the  name  and  property,  of  the  Howard  Street  Society  ;  and  that  the  public 
may  see  that  the  Review  in  question,  does  not  give  a  correct  representation 
of  the  facts  of  the  case.  In  conclusion,  we  would  say  to  those  members  of 
Conference,  who  are  so  conscientiously  pressed  to  show  that  we  are  not  worthy 
of  public  confidence,  that  their  labor  is  in  vain.  If  our  work  is  not  of  God, 
it  will  come  to  nought  without  their  aid,  and  if  it  is  of  God,  they  cannot  over 
throw  it. 

At  an  adjourned  meeting  of  the  Proprietors  of  Howard  Street  Church,  the 
foregoing  statement  of  facts  was  approved  and  ordered  to  be  printed  with  the 
2d  Edition  of  the  Result  of  Council. 

D.  B.  Brooks,  Proprietors^   Clerk. 


TOJ'MEMBERS  OF  ESSEX  SOUTH  CONFERENCE." 
Brethren  : 

As  you  have  taken  extra  pains  to  append  to  your  Review,  an  article 
from  the  Independent  signed  by  Rev.  Joel  Mann,  with  your  full  endorsement 
and  high  commendation ;  it  may  be  expected  that  I  should  give  it  some  atten- 
tion :  and  having  a  blank  page,  the  printers  have  consented  to  stop  the  press 
and  fill  it. 

While  ray  name  stood  in  contrast  with  Mr.  Mann's  alone,  I  had  nothing- 
to  gain  uy  any  notice  of  his  article  ;  but,  since  you  have  made  it  your  own,  I 
have  to  say,  that  it  is  in  perfect  consistency  with  those  portions  of  the  Review- 
noticed  above,  by  the  Proprietors  of  the  Howard  Street  Church.  He  first 
gives  some  incidents  of  history,  which  seem  to  have  been  intended  to  invali- 
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date  ny  statements,  when  in  fact,  they  occnrred  before  mine  commenced  ; 
and  the  men  whom  he  calls  the  truly  excellent  and  money-paying  members, 
were  the  same,  who  previous  to  June  1846,  "reduced  his  salary  from  nine 
to  six  hundred  dollars,"  for  the  purpose,  as  was  then  supposed,  of  inducing 
him  to  ask  a  dismission.  They  were  the  same  who  in  1846  were  Mr.  Mann's 
defenders  as  described  in  my  article.     (See  Independent  of  April  18th.) 

He  denies  that  the  Council  of  Feb.  1847  voted  to  advise  his  dismission.  I 
have  the  written  testimony  of  an  eye  witness,  who  was  a  member  of  that 
council,  that  they  did  thus  vote,  and  that  a  result  was  prepared  by  their  com- 
mittee in  accordance  with  that  vote.  At  an  adjourned  meeting  the  report  of 
this  Committee  was  laid  aside  by  a  vote  of  7  to  6,  5  not  voting. 

With  reference  to  the  meeting  at  his  house,  inasmuch  as  he  denies  that  it 
was  held  there,  I  shall  not  contradict  him.  The  meeting  however  was  held, 
but  whether  at  his  house  or  another,  or  whether  to  discuss  Dr.  Cooke's  pro- 
position for  dissolving  the  church  or  some  collateral  point,  is  of  little  conse- 
quence ;  it  gave  occasion  for  one  who  was  present  to  say,  you  cannot  break 
up  a  church  in  that  way. 

No  one  ever  supposed,  that  the  idea  of  dissolving  the  church  originated 
with  Mr.  Mann  ;  but  that  he  did  not  desire  it,  or  do  anything  to  accomplish 
it,  must  sound  very  strange  to  those  with  whom  he  conversed  on  the  subject, 
previous  to  the  meeting  of  the  council  of  April  1847. 

What  he  says  respecting  the  identity  of  the  two  Councils  of  February  and 
April  1847,  is  not  a  new  idea  ;  the  same  thoughts  have  appeared  in  other  di- 
rections during  this  controversy.  Perhaps  our  Supreme  Court  would  do  well 
to  reduce  the  idea  to  form,  and  adopt  it  as  one  of  their  rules  ;  it  might  secure 
the  ends  of  justice,  with  a  great  saving  of  time  and  expense.  If  through 
some  legal  technicality,  a  new  trial  should  be  awarded  to  Dr.  Webster,  the 
court,  on  motion  of  the  prosecutor,  might  direct  the  sheriff,  to  select  six  of 
the  former  jury,  who  were  the  most  decided  on  the  previous  trial,  and  per- 
haps they  too  could  find  a  new  verdict  in  less  than  four  hours  :  and  if  the  pris- 
oner should  complain  that  the  jury  was  exparte,  and  that  the  case  was  not  in 
any  proper  sense  before  them,  it  might  be  said  as  in  this  case. — The  jury 
was  called  by  the  sheriff,  by  order  of  the  court;  not  three  months  since  the 
same  jurymen  spent  many  days  in  patient,  careful,  exhausting  examinations 
of  the  whole  matter  !  !  !  "But  this  is  in  'perfect'  keeping  with  much  that  has 
been  said  relative  to  those  discreditable  difficulties." 

The  unamiable  spirit  and  hard  words,  will  do  more  injury  to  the  author  of 
that  communication  than  to 

-Your  most  obedient  servant. 

The  Pastor  of  the  Howard  Street  Church 
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EETIEW. 


The  "  Result "  of  the  latest  Ex  parte  Council,  in  the  Howard  Street 
controversy,  has  come  before  the  public  with  no  common  premonitions 
and  professions.  The  Council  have  undertaken  an  extended  and 
elaborate  discussion  of  the  complex  subject  before  them  ;  and  seem  to 
have  undoubting  confidence  in  the  conclusions  which  they  have 
adopted.  And  if  the  weight  of  an  opinion  is  in  proportion  to  the 
strength  of  conviction  with  which  it  is  held,  or  the  boldness  with 
which  it  is  advanced,  they  must  be  allowed  to  have  established  their 
point  beyond  the  possibility  of  refutation.  But  if  the  truth  of  any 
doctrine  depends  upon  the  arguments  by  which  it  is  supported,  then 
we  think  that  a  little  less  assurance  would  better  become  the  manner 
in  which  their  views  are  defended. 

Those  who  have  been  much  acquainted  with  the  discussions  which 
have  been  held,  respecting  the  Howard  Street  question,  at  the  meet- 
ings of  the  Essex  South  Conference,  as  well  as  on  other  occasions, 
will  find  little  that  is  essentially  new  in  the  positions  which  the  Coun- 
cil have  taken,  and  the  reasons  upon  which  they  ground  their  Result. 
There  is  nothing  of  consequence  adduced,  by  way  of  objection  to  the 
power  of  a  church  to  disband  by  vote  of  a  majority,  which  has  not 
occurred  to  those  who  sustain  the  affirmative  of  the  question,  and  which 
has  not  also  received  their  careful  attention. 

It  was  stated  in  the  synopsis  of  the  Result  of  Council,  as  given  in 
the  "  Congregationalist,"  that  "  there  was  great  need  of  recurring  to 
the  fundamental  principles  of  Congregationalism,  for  what  has  taken 
place  evinces  that  both  ministers  and  churches  have  too  much  neg- 
lected them.  Had  the  views  of  our  fathers,  and  the  principles  of  our 
system,  been  familiar  to  them,  this  question  could  not  have  come  up 
as  it  has."  And  it  had  just  before  been  said  :  "  It  appeared  that  the 
positions  assumed  by  the  Tabernacle  Church  and  the  Conference, 
were  based  not  on  a  profession  of  original  investigations,  but  on  an 
appeal  to  Congregational  precedents,  usages,  and  principles." 

It  really  never  occurred  to  us,  we  confess,  that  the  Tabernacle 
Church  and  the  Conference  ought  to  have  "based"  their  "positions 
on  a  profession  of  original  investigations  "  .'  And  we  do  not  now  see 
the  exact  propriety  or  consistency  of  the  intimation  ;  for,  if  we  have 
rightly  read  their  Result,  the  Council  themselves  would  not  wish  to 
be  interpreted,  as  having  "based"  their  own   "positions"   "on  a 
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profession  of  original  investigations"  ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  as  "  hav- 
ing had  perfect  understanding  of  all  things  from  the  very  first." 

After  reading  what  appeared  in  the  "  Congregationalist,"  we  were 
naturally  led  to  expect,  that  the  Council  would  present  something, 
which  had  escaped  the  observation  or  research  of  those  gifted  with 
less  sagacity  than  themselves.  But  we  have  been  disappointed  in 
finding  nothing  exhibited,  which  does  not  lie  on  the  very  surface,  and 
quite  open  to  the  remark  of  those  who  have  taken  the  most  superficial 
view  of  the  opinions  and  practices  of  the  fathers,  who  framed  the 
Congregational  system.  It  was  indeed  quite  natural,  perhaps,  that 
some  of  those  who  prepared  this  Result  should  suppose  themselves  pos- 
sessed of  superior  knowledge  of  our  ecclesiastical  forms  ;  and  quite  as 
natural  that  they  should  wish  the  public  to  be  informed  of  their  high 
attainments, — especially  upon  so  good  authority  as  their  own  convic- 
tions. We  do  not  undertake  to  deny,  that  the  gentlemen  may  be  pecu- 
liarly distinguished  for  their  knowledge  of  the  ecclesiastical  system  of 
New  England  ;  and  when  they  will  bring  other  and  better  evidence  of 
their  claim,  than  the  pamphlet  under  review  furnishes,  we  will  endeavor 
to  give  it  the  most  candid  attention,  and  allow  it  all  its  just  weight. 
They  must  permit  us  to  say,  however,  that  arguments  which  filled  of 
producing  conviction,  before  the  subject  was  submitted  to  the  Council, 
appear  no  stronger  when  put  in  the  imposing  form  of  a  Result, — 
accompanied  with  strong  asseverations,  and  expressions  of  unmitigated 
disapprobation  of  the  alleged  new  doctrines,  which  they  stigmatize 
and  attem^pt  to  overthrow. 

In  all  their  proceedings,  Mr.  Goss,  of  the  Tabernacle  Church — 
whose  alleged  grievance  was  made  the  occasion  of  this  Council — was 
in  reality  of  but  little  importance.  It  is  only  necessary  to  know,  that 
he  left  Salem  for  California,  a  few  days  after  the  assembling  of  the 
Council,  December  4th  ;  that  the  Council,  with  the  full  knowledge  of 
his  purpose  to  leave,  recommended  an  enlargement  of  their  numbers, 
by  a  new  edition  of  his  Letters  Missive;  and  that  they  voted  an 
adjournment  to  December  18th, — at  which  time,  Mr.  Goss  himself 
was  in  raid  ocean,  between  New  York  and  Chagres.  Of  this  fact, 
however,  the  Result  has  given  the  public  not  the  least  intimation  ! 

The  Council  voted  Mr.  Goss  to  be  in  good  standing  in  the  Taber- 
nacle Church,  "  so  far  as"  they  were  "advised," — and  yet  at  least 
one  half  of  them  had  never  asked  him  a  (|uestion,  nor  had  ever  seen 
his  face  I  They  advised  him  to  apply  again  for  a  letter  of  dismission 
from  the  Tabernacle  Church, — and  if  a  letter  of  dismission  in  good 
and  regular  standing  be  not  granted,  those  at  Howard  Street  are  ad- 
vised and  authorized  by  the  said  Council,  to  receive  him  as  a  worthy 
member  of  their  body  !  Thus  have  they,  as  if  a  High  Court  of 
Appeals,  absolutely  adjudicated  upon  the  standing  of  a  member  of  the 
Tabernacle  Church,  in  utter  disregard  and  disallowance  of  the  known 
views  and  opinions  of  that  Church  ; — that  member  being,  also,  at  the 
very  time,  far  away  on  the  high  seas, — in  the  expectation  of  a  long 
absence  on  the  other  side  of  this  North  American  continent ! 

We  ask  now,  in  solemn  earnest,  of  our  Congregational  brethren 
generally,  if  the  like  has  ever  been  known  among  us,  from  the  begin- 
ning hitherto?  And  we  have  also  to  ask,  whether,  if  these  things  are 
so,  it  would  be  very  difficult  for  the  Tabernacle  Church  to  convene,  at 


an  early  day,  a  much  larger  Council ;  and  whether  it  would  be  alto- 
gether extraordinary,  if  such  Council  should  pronounce  an  unanimous 
and  unqualified  disapproval  of  such  proceedings  of  their  brethren? 

Some  explanation  of  these  proceedings,  which  many  will  consider 
most  mysterious,  may  be  furnished  in  the  sequel  of  our  review.  But 
if  we  were  at  liberty  to  relate  in  full  all  that  we  might,  there  would  be 
very  little  of  mystery  left. 

Of  the  "Result"  in  general,  it  may  be  truly  said,  that  it  gives  very 
great  satisfaction  to  those  who  prepared  it,  as  well  as  those  for  whose 
immediate  pleasure,  and  in  conformity  to  whose  will,  it  was  prepared. 
It  first  very  briefly  disposes  of  the  case  of  Mr.  Goss,  so  far  as  relates 
to  his  standing  in  the  Tabernacle  Church,  but  distorting  and  misrep- 
representing  it,  in  every  essential  point;  and  then  proceeds  with  a 
detailed  and  very  carefully  prepared  statement  of  reasons  for  con- 
demning and  disallowing  the  vote  of  the  majority  by  which  the  How- 
ard Street  Church  was  declared  to  be  dissolved.  In  the  Appendix, 
we  find  most  of  the  documents  in  the  case,  both  in  general  and  par- 
ticular,— except  the  Letter  Missive  of  Mr.  Goss.  There  were  some 
proceedings  and  votes  also  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  which  the 
Council  did  not  happen  to  have  before  them  ;  but  which  they  may  be 
more  surprised  than  gratified,  to  find  in  this  review  of  their  doings. 

No  one  appeared  as  a  witness  before  the  Council,  except  those  who 
were  personally  committed,  by  opinion  and  action,  on  the  side  of  Mr. 
Goss  or  of  those  at  Howard  Street.  All  questions,  however,  pertain- 
ing to  the  majority,  or  the  minority  of  the  original  Howard  Street 
Church  ; — to  the  Council  which  advised  the  disbandment  of  that 
Church  ; — or  to  the  Essex  South  Conference,  which  denied  the  dele- 
gates of  the  minority  a  right  to  a  seat  in  the  Conference  ; — or  to  the 
Tabernacle  Church,  in  recognizing  the  validity  of  the  act  of  the  ma- 
jority of  the  Howard  Street  Church  ;  — or  to  the  incidental  claims  of 
Mr.  Goss  to  good  standing  in  the  Tabernacle  Church  and  to  a  letter 
of  dismission  ; — all  questions  upon  these  points,  to  say  nothing  of 
others,  this  Result  of  an  Ex  parte  Council  assumes  to  have  been 
considered,  adjudicated,  and  settled  finally  and  forever, — most  easily, 
most  wisely,  most  perfectly,  and  triumphantly  ! 

This,  we  are  free  to  say,  is  a  little  beyond  what  the  public  had  ex- 
pected of  them, — and,  as  we  think,  quite  as  much  as  they  have 
accomplished.  We  must  also  be  allowed  to  add,  that  the  course  pur- 
sued by  two  previous  Councils,  did  not  altogether  encourage  us  to  ex- 
pect, that,  as  a  body,  the  brethren  of  the  new  Council  would,  in  any 
proper  manner,  investigate  the  facts  or  apply  the  principles,  which 
are  so  important  to  a  correct  judgment  upon  the  Howard  Street  ques- 
tion, or  upon  the  incidental  or  secondary  matter  of  Mr.  Goss.  The 
proceedings  have  been  far  more  objectionable,  than  we  could  have 
allowed  ourselves  to  anticipate.  It  is  on  this  account  mainly,  that  we 
shall  present  a  full  statement  of  the  case  of  Mr.  Goss,  with  particulars 
which  we  should  have  been  glad  to  omit;  in  order  that  the  disinter- 
ested and  impartial  in  our  churches  may  see  what  an  encroachment 
upon  their  independence  and  rights  of  discipline  has  been  attempted, 
if  not  perpetrated,  under  the  plausible  pretence  of  vindicating  the  lib- 
erties and  privileges  of  an  individual.  At  the  very  least,  it  will  be 
seen  from  our  exhibition  of  the  true  standing  of  Mr.  Goss,  and  the  ac- 


tion  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  that  it  is  but  small  confidence  that 
can  safely  be  reposed  in  the  Results  of  Ex  parte  Councils. 

According  to  the  designs  of  the  founders  of  our  Congregational 
system,  an  ex-parte  Council  was  to  be  called,  only  in  the  last  resort, 
and  in  a  very  obvious  case  of  urgent  necessity.  About  thirty  years 
since  it  had  become  so  common  to  have  recourse  to  such  Councils, — 
that  the  subject  arrested  the  very  special  attention  of  some  of  our 
most  intelligent  and  judicious  ministers.  And  the  General  Association 
of  Massachusetts,  in  1823,  passed  a  vote, —  That  it  he  recommended 
to  the  7innisters  connected  with  this  Associaton,  not  to  attend  ex-parte 
Councils,  without  much  deliberation  and  obvious  and  urgent  necessity. 

Of  late  years,  this  wise  and  wholesome  recommendation  would  seem 
to  have  been  entirely  forgotten,  and  by  those  too  who  might  have  been 
presumed  to  be  well  aware  of  it,  and  to  be  ready  always  to  fulfill  its 
purpose  to  the  very  letter.  We  are  amazed,  that  some  at  least  of  the 
older  members  of  the  late  Council  should  not  have  better  remembered 
the  above  vote  of  the  General  Association.  We  wish  always  to  regard 
the  brethren  of  this  Council,  with  most  cordial  respect  and  esteem. 
And  therefore  it  is,  that  we  feel  the  more  intensely  mortified,  that  they 
should  have  suffered  themselves  to  be  so  deceived  and  misled,  or  should 
have  so  deceived  themselves,  as  to  have  given  the  enemies  of  our  sys- 
tem of  Church  polity,  one  of  the  most  palpable  of  all  occasions  ever 
Zi^otde^  fur  reproach  and  railing  accusation.  If  the  pastors  and  lay 
brethren  are  not  more  vigilant  in  regard  to  ex-parte  Councils,  the  day 
is  near,  when  it  will  be  true  beyond  dispute, — that  such  Councils  may 
be  so  chosen  at  any  time,  be  so  constituted,  and  be  so  controlled,  as  to 
issue  any  kind  of  result  whatsoever,  at  the  will  of  any  disaffected 
member,  or  of  any  pestilent  faction  in  our  churches. 

§  The  true  standing  of  Mr.  Goss,  in  the  Tabernacle  Church. 

Mr.  Ezekiel  Goss  joined  the  Tabernacle  Church  in  1S32.  He  was 
then  a  very  young  man.  His  disposition  appeared  to  be  amiable  and 
his  Christian  profession  truly  sincere.  In  a  few  years,  he  began  to  ex- 
hibit very  unequivocal  indications  of  a  mode  of  thinking  and  speaking 
upon  various  important  subjects,  religious,  moral,  and  political, — which 
awakened  very  serious  apprehensions,  relative  to  his  Christian  stability 
and  usefulness.  In  a  church  which  in  no  respect  has  given  counte- 
nance to  the  spirit  of  ultraism,  he  found  himself  at  times  quite  dissat- 
isfied and  uncomfortable.  He  was  not  always  "  slow  to  speak,"  and 
to  attempt  to  express  his  sentiments  impromptu,  upon  any  question, 
however  new  to  him,  or  however  difficult  ;  very  much  as  if  he  had 
reason  to  claim  an  intuitive  and  unerring  perception,  both  of  what  is 
true  and  what  is  scriptural.  And  so  intensely  were  his  thoughts  ab- 
sorbed by  the  subject  of  slave-holding,  that  he  was  sure  to  give  it  the 
greatest  prominence,  whenever  he  led  in  prayer,  let  the  place  or  the 
occasion  be  what  it  might. 

He  had,  however,  concluded  to  say  no  more  to  the  Church,  in 
speeches  on  this  subject,  just  about  the  time  when  a  case  of  discipline 
arose,  growing  out  of  the  infatuation  of  Mi/la-ism.  An  individual, 
who  had  withdrawn  from  the  Church,  and  had  desired  no  longer  to  be 
considered  a  member,  was  found  to  be  irreclaimable,  after  all  appropri- 


ate  efforts  had  been  made  to  restore  him  to  his  place.  It  was  hoped 
in  charity,  that  he  had  not  forfeited  his  title  to  be  thought  a  Christian, 
although  he  was  the  victim  of  a  gross  delusion.  Mr.  Goss,  without 
the  smallest  assistance  from  any  member  of  the  Church,  most  deter- 
minedly opposed  the  action  of  the  Church  in  withdrawing  all  watch 
and  care  from  that  member.  The  established  rules  of  the  Church, 
and  the  most  convincing  arguments  for  withdrawal  from  those  "  walk- 
ing disorderly,"  he  resisted  and  denounced  as  if  wholly  unscriptural 
and  unwarranted.  He  contended,  also,  that  if  the  Church  passed  a 
vote  of  withdrawal,  as  proposed,  it  would  be  the  same,  as  to  exclude 
the  member  from  the  kingdom  of  heaven  !  And  in  maintaining  such 
views,  he  occupied  the  time  of  the  Church,  for  the  greater  part  of  two 
evenings. 

He  was  greatly  displeased  with  some  of  his  brethren,  and  particularly 
oiFended  with  the  pastor.  He  immediately  left  the  weekly  meetings  of 
the  Church,  which  he  had  been  accustomed  to  attend  with  a  most  ex- 
emplary punctuality  ;  and  attended  them  no  more.  This  was  in  May, 
1846,  nearly  a  whole  year,  it  should  be  noted,  before  the  act  of  disso- 
lution of  the  Howard  Street  Church.  Very  soon  after  this  act  he  not 
only  absented  himself  from  the  weekly  meetings,  but  also  from  the 
house  of  worship  and  from  the  communion  of  the  Church  to  which  he 
belongs.  In  the  winter  of  1S47-S,  he  was  rarely  seen  at  the  Taber- 
nacle;  and  early  in  the  ensuing  Spring,  if  not  earlier,  he  was  at  the 
communion  of  the  Church,  for  the  last  time. 

Meanwhile,  during  all  the  period  which  followed  his  abandonment 
of  the  Church  meetings,  he  had  been  perfectly  open  in  his  complaints 
of  the  pastor,  and  of  the  Church  generally.  He  was  conversed  with 
kindly  ; — was  reasoned  with  ; — and  was  solicited  to  return  to  his  place  ; 
— in  short,  every  suitable  means  was  used  to  convince  him  that  he  was 
wrong  in  his  views  of  the  pastor  and  the  Church,  and  wrong  in  his 
feelings.  Much  tenderness  and  forbearance  were  exercised  towards 
him,  on  his  own  account;  and  also  from  regard  to  his  family,  and  par- 
ticular friends  in  the  Church. 

He  became  more  and  more  untractable, — the  more  he  associated 
with  the  minority  at  Howard  Street,  and  the  more  he  identified  himself 
with  their  controversy.  Very  severe  reproaches  against  the  Church 
have  fallen  from  his  lips, — when  vindicating  his  absence  from  the 
Church, — although  the  brethren  to  whom  he  spoke,  were  among  the 
mildest  in  manner,  and  most  worthy  of  his  love  and  respect.  Very 
wide  from  the  truth  is  the  intimation  of  the  Result,  (p.  9)  upon  his 
authority,  that  he  had  never  been  "  admonished  in  covenant  fidelity," 
t    as  one  that  was  "  doing  wrong." 

Repeatedly  had  his  absence  from  the  Church,  and  his  wrong  feel- 
ings, been  a  subject  of  remark,  in  the  private  deliberations  of  the 
oflicers  of  the  Church.  And  the  question  had  been  discussed,  whether 
in  the  regular  mode  a  process  of  discipline  should  be  commenced,  for 
"disorderly  walk."  It  was  on  the  whole  thought  expedient  to  delay 
somewhat  longer,  for  reasons  just  mentioned  ;  and,  also,  lest,  as  the 
Howard  Street  Question  had  become  so  •'  vexed  "  and  irritating,  the 
true  motive  of  the  discipline  should  not  be  appreciated,  and  the  case 
should  be  embarrassed  by  entanglements  with  other  issues  than  its 
own. 
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But  the  case  would  have  been  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  Church, 
by  a  formal  process, — in  a  very  short  time, — and  measures  were 
already  in  contemplation, — when  his  request  was  handed  to  the  pas- 
tor, that  he  should  "  be  dismissed  and  recommended  to  the  Howard 
Street  Church." 

The  request  was  communicated,  August  24.  A  brother  of  the 
Church,  who,  as  one  of  the  officers,  had  known  of  the  case  aa  it  had 
been  viewed  in  the  private  deliberations  referred  to,  and  who  himself 
was  ready,  as  complainant,  to  proceed  at  a  proper  time,— immediately 
arose,  and  stated  his  objections  to  a  compliance  with  the  request.  He 
spoke  at  some  length  upon  the  spirit  and  the  feelings,  which  his 
brother  Goss  had  manifested, — in  conversations  which  he  had  had  with 
him, — and  of  which  he  had  heard  from  others.  He  mentioned  also, 
that  the  long  absence  of  brother  Goss  from  the  Church  was  in  his  view 
of  it  a  sufficient  reason  why  his  request  could  not  then  be  granted. 

Another  member  of  the  Church  added,  that  beside  what  had  been 
said,  there  would  be  an  objection  to  the  request,  because  of  the  stand- 
ing of  those  at  Howard  Street.  There  would  be  an  inconsistency  in 
the  doings  of  the  Church,  if  brother  Goss  should  be  recommended  in 
the  manner  requested  ;  for  the  Tabernacle  Church  had  considered  the 
Howard  Street  Church  as  having  been  dissolved.  Much  less,  how- 
ever, was  said  upon  this  point,  than  upon  the  manner  in  which  brother 
Goss  had  left  the  Church,  and  the  feelings  of  alienation  from  his  breth 
ren,  which  he  had  appeared  to  cherish. 

One  member  of  the  Church,  who  from  the  first  had  taken  a  different 
view  of  the  Howard  Street  question,  expressed  an  opinion,  that  the 
Church  ought  to  be  perfectly  open  and  undisguised  in  acting  upon  the 
request  of  brother  Goss.  To  this  the  pastor  responded  his  entire  con- 
currence ;  and  stated,  that  in  his  judgment  the  course  of  brother  Goss 
had  been  such,  that  he  could  not,  at  the  present  time,  be  recommended 
to  any  church.  He  said  that,  although  it  was  very  common  in  churches 
to  recommend  persons,  as  in  good  and  regular  standing,  when  in  fact 
they  were  not  in  "good"  standing, — and  in  one  or  two  instances  he 
believed  the  Tabernacle  Church  had  so  done  ; — yet  he  had  long  since 
determined, — as  he  had  already  more  than  once  avowed  the  determi- 
nation in  their  hearing, — that  he  would  never  consent  to  a  mode  of 
procedure,  which  he  could  not  but  regard  as  a  breach  of  good  faith 
towards  sister  churches. 

He  also  stated,  that  such  had  been  the  proceedings  of  the  Church, 
particularly  in  receiving  members  from  Howard  Street,  as  if  the  Church 
had  been  dissolved, — that  it  could  not  be  consistent  for  the  Church  to 
dismiss  brother  Goss,  according  to  his  request,  even  if  there  were  no 
difficulties  arising  from  the  manner  in  which  he  had  left  the  Church. 

When  the  pastor  closed  his  remarks,  it  was  moved  and  voted, 

"  That  under  existing  circumstances  the  request  of  brother  Goss  can- 
not he  granted."* 

*  The  late  Clerk  of  the  Church  made  a  record,  that  "  after  some  discussion  in  a 
kindly  manner,  it  was  voted  not  to  grant  the  request,  in  view  of  existing  circum- 
Btances."  But  his  note  to  Mr.  Goss,  as  published  in  the  Appendix  to  the  Result  of 
the  Council,  reads  as  follows : 

Salem,  Mg.  25,  1849. 

To  Mr.  E.  GosB,— At  a  meeting  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  last  evening  your 


These  were  the  exact  words  of  the  vote,  according  to  the  remem- 
brance of  the  pastor,  and  the  Minutes  also,  which,  in  anticipation  of 
certain  contingencies,  he  thought  best  himself  to  keep.  And  from 
what  has  been  developed,  in  the  progress  of  the  case,  it  seems  very 
providential,  that  he  should  have  kept  such  Minutes. 

It  is  here  important  to  notice  distinctly,  that  the  objections  to 
brother  Goss's  request, — which  related  to  him  personally, — were  not 
offered  as  accusations,  or  cJuirges.  It  is  not  the  manner  of  the  Taber- 
nacle Church  to  put  any  of  its  members  on  trial,  or  to  entertain  any 
charges  against  its  members,  until  a  complaint  has  been  presented, 
according  to  the  model  in  the  18th  of  Matthew.  The  prescription  of 
the  Saviour,  relative  to  private  offences,  has,  for  many  years,  been  very 
rigorously  observed,  in  all  cases  whatever. 

What  was  said  of  Mr.  Goss,  was  said  from  the  occasion  which  he 
had  himself  created.  Objections,  on  the  ground  of  his  manner  of 
leaving  the  Church,  and  of  his  long  absence,  with  the  accompanying 
circumstances, — in  a  word,  his  irregular  and  clisorclerly  ivalk, — were 
offered,  just  as  objections  would  have  been,  if  he  had  been  known,  or 
was  supposed,  to  be  guilty  of  an  act  of  immorality.  He  had  no  right 
to  claim  to  be  in  good  standing,  simply  because  he  had  not  been 
*' dealt  with"  in  a  disciplinary  manner.  Most  assuredly  a  member 
may  be  obnoxious  to  discipline, — and  may  be  a  most  flagrant  offender, 
— although  the  "first  step"  may  not  have  been  taken,  to  bring  his 
case  before  the  Church  for  adjudication.  And  we  demur,  altogether, 
at  the  "  opinion  of  the  Council,  that  when  a  member  applies  for  let- 
ters of  testimonial  and  dismission,  and  no  process  of  discipline  is  pend- 
ing against  him,  he  is  entitled  to  receive  them  unless  some  brother 
declares  that  he  is  offended,  and  will  take  immediate  steps  of  gospel 
discipline  in  respect  to  it.  Otherwise  a  member  could  never  secure 
his  rights,  so  long  as  either  the  pastor  or  any  other  brother  saw  fit  to 
say,  that  perhaps  hereafter  he  should  commence  discipline."  —  Re- 
sult, p.  10. 

The  brethren  of  the  Church  have  some  "  rights,"  as  well  as  the 
petitioner  ;  and  among  these  the  right  to  determine  when,  and  in  what 
manner,  they  will  proceed  in  a  case  of  discipline.  Most  inexpedient 
might  it  be,  to  "  take  immediate  steps.^'  There  is  no  one  thing,  in 
regard  to  which  more  wisdom  is  necessary,  than  in  choosing  or  fixing 
the  time  for  a  process  of  church  discipline. 

If  the  petitioner  for  a  letter  of  dismission  should  be  informed,  that 
there  are  objections  in  the  way,  he  ought,  as  a  Christian  brother,  to 
submit  patiently  to  the  delay  of  the  Church,  until  such  delay  is  clearly 
unreasonable.  And  to  say,  as  the  Council  do,  that  "  he  is  entitled  to 
receive  letters  of  testimonial  and  dismission,  if  no  process  of  disci- 
pline is  pending,  or  unless  some  brother  declares  that  he  is  offended, 
and  will  take  immediate  steps  of  gospel  discipline,  in  respect  to  it," — 
would  seem  to  us  to  be  about  as  pure  Congregationalism,  according  to 
the  "Platforms"  and  the  "  Fathers,"  as  it  would  be  for  the  pastor  of 
a  church  to  go  into  the  meeting  of  another  church,  and,  in  the  very 

request  was  presented,  and  after  some  discussion  in  a  kindly  vianner,  the  following 
vote  was  passed*: 

"  Viz. — Tliat  in  view  of  the  circumstances  in  the  case,  the  requ«st  be  not 
granted.  Humphrey  Cook,  Ch.  Clerk" 
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face  of  the  pastor  of  that  church,  assist  in  an  effort  to  compel  him  to 
ask  a  dismission. 

September  7th,  or  two  weeks  after  the  request  of  brother  Goss  had 
been  refused, — a  letter  was  received  from  him,  asking  for  a  statement 
of  the  reasons  why  it  was  not  granted.  Without  any  discussion  what- 
ever, it  was  immediately  voted,  that  two  of  the  deacons  of  the  Church 
should  be  a  Committee  to  wait  upon  brother  Goss,  and  state  to  him 
the  reasons. 

No  instructions  were  given  them.  The  simple  object  was,  to  con- 
verse with  brother  Goss,  in  a  kind,  fraternal  manner,  and  answer  any 
questions  which  he  might  be  disposed  to  ask.  It  may  also  be  added, 
that  an  interview  with  him  would  very  soon  have  been  had,  without 
any  vote  of  the  Church. 

One  week  afterwards,  or  September  14,  in  the  known  absence  of 
the  pastor,  and  at  a  meeting,  which  was  also  known  to  be  not  the  reg- 
ular meeting  for  business,  a  communication  was  presented  to  the 
Church,  purporting  to  be  an  answer  of  Mr.  Goss  to  the  statements  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Church,  who  had  waited  upon  him,  the  evening 
previous. 

After  some  remarks,  a  brother  of  the  Church  earnestly  moved  the 
following  resolution: — ''  Resolved,  That  the  explanations  of  brother 
Goss,  in  regard  lo  his  leaving  the  Church  with  unkind  feelings,  be 
accepted  by  this  Church  as  perfectly  satisfactory P 

Strenuous  effort  was  made  by  the  mover  to  obtain  a  vote  upon  this 
resolution.  The  Committee  in  regard  to  whose  statements  Mr.  Goss 
had  sent  his  communication,  reminded  the  Church,  that  they  had 
neither  reported  their  doings,  nor  did  they  intend  to  report  that  even- 
ino-.  The  communication  and  the  resolution  were  laid  upon  the  table. 
Such  was  the  statement  of  facts,  which  was  made  to  the  pastor,  on  his 
return  home  ;  and  of  which  there  can  be  no  contradiction.  It  was 
now  apparent,  that  influences  out  of  the  Church  were  not  withheld,  in 
an  attempt  to  coerce  the  Church  to  recede  from  the  ground,  which 
had  been  intelligently  and  deliberately  taken,  and  "  in  all  good  con- 
science." 

September  28,  at  the  regular  meeting  for  business,  the  Committee 
appointed  Sept.  7,  made  their  report. 

To  the  Tabernacle  Church. 

The  Comaiittee  appointed  to  explain  to  Br.  Ezekiel  Goss  the  reasons  why 
the  Church  could  not  grant  his  request  to  be  dismissed  and  recommended  to 
the  Howard  Street  Church,  so  called,  have  attended  to  the  service. 

Agreeably  lo  what  was  stated  at  the  time  his  request  was  acted  upon,  the 
Committee  informed  Br.  Goss  that  it  would  not  be  at  all  consistent  for  this 
Church  to  grant  his  request,  because  the  standing  of  those  with  whom  he 
desired  to  be  connected  is  considered  by  this  Church  to  be  irregular. 

The  Committee  also  stated  to  Br.  Goss  that  his  own  walk  had  been  irreg- 
ular ;  they  reminded  him  that  he  had  not  fulfilled  his  covenant  engagements, 
inasmuch  as  he  not  only  absented  himself  from  the  meeting  of  the  Church 
which  he  used  to  attend  very  constantly,  but  has  not  for  a  considerable  time 
worshipped  with  the  Church  or  been  present  at  their  communion  season. 
This  absence  appeared  to  be  in  consequence  of  some  offence  which  he  had 
taken,  or  some  alienation  of  feeling  which  ought  not  to  exist,  and  therefore  it 
would  not  be  proper  to  grant  his  request,  even  if  there  was  no  objection  in 
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regard  to  the  standing  of  those  to  whom  he  has  requested  to  be  dismissed 

and  recommended. 

Ira  a.  Brewster,  )  ^-i        •« 
T„„.    T>  }  Committee. 

JONA.   PeRLET,  ^ 

Salem,  Sept.  28th,  1849. 

This  Report  was  accepted.     The  letter  of  Mr.  Goss  was  then  read. 

Salem,  Sept.  Uth,  1849.( 
To  the  Tabernacle  Church. 

Dear  Brethren  : — Deacon  Perley  and  Brewster  called  on  me  last  evening 
as  a  Committee  of  the  Church  to  explain  the  circumstances  in  the  case  why 
you  voted  not  to  grant  my  request  for  a  dismission  and  letter  to  the  Howard 
Street  Church. 

The  first  reason  they  gave  was,  That  the  course  the  Church  had  taken  in 
regard  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  in  receiving  her  members  was,  that  the 
Church  is  broken  up,  and  therefore  to  be  consistent  with  that  course  could 
not  grant  my  request.  The  second  was,  That  the  Church  apprehended  that 
there  might  be  ill  feelings  towards  some  members  of  the  Church.  Whether 
that  apprehension  was  well  grounded  they  knew  not,  except  my  long  absence 
from  the  communion. 

In  reply  to  the  first,  I  will  inform  the  Church,  that  the  brethren  and  sisters 
that  remain  at  the  Howard  Street  Church  sought  counsel  and  advice  of 
sister  churches  (with  which  you  are  in  fellowship)  in  their  trials  and 
difficulties,  and  have  acted  in  accordance  with  that  advice,  and  since  then 
they  have  settled  a  pastor  by  Council  of  sister  churches,  to  which  you  have 
and  are  accustomed  to  dismiss  and  receive  members,  and  to  which  you  also 
were  invited.  You  cannot  therefore  expect  me  to  surrender  my  rights  and 
privileges  to  such  a  plea.     I  therefore  renew  my  request. 

To  the  second,  I  can  only  say  I  know  of  no  unkind  feeling  to  any  member 
on  my  part ;  if  there  is,  or  has  been,  I  wish  their  forgiveness  as  they  would 
be  forgiven.  As  for  my  long  absence  from  the  communion,  my  intention 
has  long  been  known  by  a  large  part  of  the  Church,  and  to  the  pastor  for 
more  than  a  year,  and  I  have  communed  with  the  Howard  Street  Church 
regularly  ever  since. 

From  your  brother  in  Christ, 

EZEKIEL   Goss. 

The  resolution  introduced  September  14,  was  now  called  up  by 
the  mover.  He  warmly  urged  its  adoption,  —  affirming  that  the 
only  reason,  as  stated  to  the  Church,  (at  the  meeting  August  '24,)  why 
the  request  of  brother  Goss  could  not  be  granted,  was,  that  he  had 
left  the  Church  with  unkind  feelings.  At  this,  the  pastor  expressed 
surprise  and  astonishment.  He  reminded  the  mover  of  the  resolution, 
that  he  himself,  i.  e.,  the  pastor,  had  most  explicitly  stated,  that,  be- 
side the  objections  from  brother  Goss's  irregular  walk,  there  was  a 
difficulty,  in  view  of  the  relations  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  to  those 
at  Howard  Street. 

Objections  of  various  kinds  were  made  to  the  resolution,  such  as, 
that  the  expression  "unkind  feelings"  had  not  been  used,  as  intimated, 
and  did  not  convey  the  true  idea  of  "  feelings  of  alienation  ;  "  that 
the  resolution  implied  that  the  brethren  had  m?ide  charges  against  their 
brother  Goss,  while  in  all  that  had  been  said,  there  was  no  intention  of 
bringing  charges,  as  if  the  brother  were  to  be  put  on  trial  ;  that  what 
their  Committee  had  stated  to  him,  as  the  difficulties  of  the  church  in 
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granting  his  request,  they  had  stated  in  their  own  manner,  as  individ- 
uals, and  not  at  all  as  if  communicating  charges  in  the  name  of  the 
Church  ;  and  that  nothing  had  been  said  or  done  in  the  Church, 
which  would  make  it  proper  to  pass  the  resolution, — even  if  the  breth- 
ren were  satisfied  with  what  their  brother  Goss  had  said  of  his  "  feel- 
ings "  towards  them.  In  regard  to  this  last  point  especially,  the  Com- 
mittee stated,  that  they  were  not  prepared  to  vote  for  the  resolution ; 
what  they  had  personally  witnessed  would  prevent  them. 

The  Church  refused  to  adopt  the  resolution,  by  a  most  decided  vote. 
After  this,  and  in  consequence  of  some  of  the  remarks  which  had 
been  made,  and  by  the  mover  of  the  resolution, — the  pastor  requested 
that  the  Church  would  take  a  vote  upon  the  question,  "  Whether  the  Com- 
mittee ivere  authorized  by  the  facts,  to  make  the  statements  to  brother 
Goss,  which,  according  to  their  Report,  they  did  make  ?  "  The  vote  was 
promptly  taken,  and  in  the  affirmative ;  so  that  the  Church  then  virtu- 
ally adopted  the  Report,  which  had  been  previously  accepted* 

The  Council  will  now  perceive,  that  they  were  entirely  misled,  in 
saying,  that  Mr,  Goss  "  was  expressly  told  by  the  pastor,  that  the  Church 
did  not  adopt  or  sanction  the  report "  of  the  Committee.  The  pastor 
never  told  Mr.  Goss  any  such  thing.  Nor  was  Mr.  Goss  ever  told  cer- 
tain other  things,  which,  without  any  supposed  intention  of  misstate- 
ment, he  is  known,  or  has  been  reported,  to  have  stated,  respecting 
conversations  with  the  pastor,  and  with  brethren  of  the  Church.  Mr, 
Goss,  it  should  be  observed,  was  not  present  at  this  important  meeting 
of  September  28th.  Just  before  that  meeting  closed,  a  "  Preamble  and 
Resolutions  "  on  the  subject  of  the  relations  of  the  Church  to  those 
at  Howard  Street  were  adopted — conformable  to  the  previous  action 
of  the  Church.  The  pastor  submitted  the  same,  in  order,  that  there 
might  be  upon  the  Records  a  definite  and  comprehensive  expression 
of  the  views  of  the  Church, —  and,  that  the  Records  themselves  might 
be  more  intelligible,  in  years  to  come. 

Whereas,  a  member  of  this  Church  has  requested  to  "  be  dismissed  and 
recommended  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,"  and  whereas,  while  the  How- 
ard Street  Church  was  under  the  pastoral  care  of  the  Rev.  Joel  Mann,  a 
Mutual  Council,  called  to  consider  the  difficulties  existing  in  said  Church, 
advised  that  the  Church  should  be  dissolved  ; — 

And  whereas,  agreeably  to  the  advice  of  the  said  Mutual  Council,  and 
after  mature  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  a  vote  was 
passed  by  a  majority  of  the  Church,  to  dissolve  the  Church,  provision  being 
made,  however,  for  a  regular  transfer  of  membership  to  sister  Churches; — 
and 

Whereas,  this  Church  has  recognized  the  validity  of  the  aforesaid  vote, 
by  receiving  members,  agreeably  to  the  aforesaid  provisions  for  a  transfer 
of  membership  to  sister  Churches  ; — and  whereas,  notwithstanding  the  result 
of  an  Ex  parte  Council,  called  by  the  minority  of  the  said  Howard  Street 
Church, — the  Essex  South  Conference  of  Churches  decided  that  the  dele- 
gates of  the  said  minority  were  not  entitled  to  a  seat  in  the  Conference,  in 
virtue  of  their  claim  to  be  considered  the  delegates  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church  as  known  and  recognized,  previous  to  the  vote,  by  which  the  said 
Church  was  declared  to  be  dissolved  ; — 

*  The  Clerk  omitted  to  record  the  proceedings  of  the  Church,  in  regard  to  the 
•*  resohition,"  introduced  September  14th,  and  the  vole  of  September  28th,  by 
which  the  Church  sanctioned  the  doings  of  the  Committee.     See  Appendix. 
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Therefore,  Resolved,  1st,  That  as  at  present  informed  in  relation  to  the 
whole  subject,  we  are  not  aware  of  any  sufficient  reason  to  repudiate  and 
disregard  the  decision  of  the  Essex  South  Conference,  in  Octoher  last,  by 
which  the  action  of  the  aforesaid  majority  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  was 
indirectly,  yet  distinctly  and  absolutely  sustained. 

Resolved,  2d,  That  in  the  judgment  of  this  Church,  it  is  not  consistent 
with  the  principles  of  order  and  fellowship  in  our  Congregational  churches, 
nor  promotive  of  the  best  interests  of  the  community — to  recognize  the 
claims  of  the  aforesaid  minority  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  to  be  the 
original  and  undissolved  organization  as  known  and  acknowledged  previous 
to  May  4th,  1847,  when  the  vote  was  passed  which  declared  the  Howard 
Street  Church  to  be  dissolved,  and  no  longer  to  exist. 

Resolved,  3d,  That  until  prepared  to  rescind  the  foregoing  resolutions, 
and  reconsider  the  facts,  which  are  presented  in  the  foregoing  preamble  of 
the  said  resolutions, — it  will  not  be  consistent  or  proper  for  this  Church  to 
grant  letters  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to  membership  with  those 
who  claim  to  be  the  Howard  Street  Church  in  this  city — without  any  regard 
to  the  proceedings  by  which  we  have  considered  the  said  Church  regularly 
and  truly  dissolved. 

These  resolutions  and  the  previous  action  of  the  Church,  it  was 
taken  for  granted,  that  the  clerk  would  communicate  to  Mr.  Goss,  as 
a  decisive  answer  to  his  second  letter  requesting  a  dismission. 

It  may  further  be  remarked  of  that  letter,  that  what  he  said,  dis- 
claiming the  consciousness  of  "  unkind  feeling"  had  but  little  weight; 
because  the  disclaimer  did  not  touch  the  real  difficulty  in  his  case. 
He  may  not  have  had  any  "  feeling  "  which  he  himself  thought  "  un- 
kind "  ;  but  very  good  men  do  not  always  understand  their  own 
"  manner  of  spirit." 

What  was  said  of  "  his  long  absence  from  the  communion,"  as  if 
his  "intention"  had  "long  been  known  by  a  large  part  of  the  church, 
and  to  the  pastor  for  more  than  a  year,"  is  not  correct,  as  the  lan- 
guage naturally  would  be  understood. 

The  Result  states,  that  in  the  communication  which  he  was  not 
allowed  to  read  to  the  Church,  he  had  said :  "  I  acted  in  good 
faith,  supposing  that  I  was  in  order.  I  was  doing  as  others  had  done 
without  reproach.  The  pastor  knew  of  my  course  and  my  feeling." 
If  he  supposed  that  he  "  was  in  order,"  he  supposed  this  on  his  own 
responsibility.  That  "others  had  done"  the  like  "without  reproach," 
is  entirely  a  mistake,  in  more  respects  than  one.  The  instance  can- 
not be  named  of  a  member  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  who,  in  Salem, 
has  worshipped  and  communed  with  another  church,  in  any  such  man- 
ner as  to  be  a  precedent  or  an  apology  for  Mr.  Goss.  The  pastor  did 
indeed  "  know"  of  his  "course,"  but  not  of  his  "feeling,"  if  he  felt 
that  he  "  was  in  order." 

He  never,  at  any  time,  so  much  as  intimated  by  fair  inference,  that 
he  wished  to  be  at  Howard  Street,  for  his  "  edification  and  usefulness." 
Again  and  again,  did  some  of  his  particular  friends  request  the  pastor 
to  continue  to  use  conciliatory  means  to  remove  from  his  mind  the 
mistaken  views,  which  he  had  of  the  feelings  of  the  Church  towards 
him.  Such  means  were  used,  and  with  some  degree  of  hope,  until 
March  or  April  of  1849. » 

A  year,  perhaps,  previous  to  this  time,  it  may  be  well  to  state,  the 
pastor  inquired  of  him  if  he  really  meant  to  connect  himself  with 
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those  at  Howard  Street ;  intimating  pleasantly,  but  significantly,  that  it 
was  not  in  order  for  him  to  be  as  he  was, — and  that  he  should  not  be 
away  from  the  Church  without  being  dismissed  ;  but  not  in  the  least 
saying  or  implying,  that  he  cuuld  be  dismissed  at  his  pleasure  to  those 
with  whom  he  then  communed  and  co-operated.  The  suggestions 
were  kindly  made  to  remind  him,  that  there  uiight  be  some  future 
trouble  from  his  absence.  His  answer  was  very  brief  and  ambio-uous, 
referring  to  existing  difficulties  at  Howard  Street,  as  if  whatever  he 
might  think  best  to  do  at  a  future  day,  he  was  not  then  prepared  to 
make  any  formal  change  in  his  relations  to  the  Tabernacle. 

The  pastor  wished,  at  that  time,  to  lead  his  mind  to  some  serious 
reflection  upon  the  course  of  "  disorderly  walk,"  which  he  had  plainly 
commenced.  A  few  words  only  were  said,  on  either  side ; — for  the 
conversation  was  merely  casual,  during  a  short  interview  of  business. 

And  further, — what  if  Mr.  Goss  did  say  to  the  Church  in  his  letter 
of  September  14,  "  I  know  of  no  unkind  feeling  to  any  member  on 
my  part,  and  if  there  is  or  has  been,  1  wish  their  forgiveness,  as  they 
would  be  forgiven"?  There  was  not  in  these  words  the  slightest  con- 
fession of  any  wrong  whatsoever.  Does  a  penitent  man  confess  con- 
ditionally?  A  little  word  of  two  letters,  prefixed  to  any  number  of 
words,  may  be  fatal  to  a  confession.  We  find  no  "if"  in  the  51st 
Psalm. 

Need  we  argue  the  right  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  to  refuse  a  let- 
ter of  dismission  to  any  member,  until  satisfied  that  such  a  letter  ought 
to  be  granted  ?  A  few  years  since,  a  member  of  one  of  the  orthodox 
Congregational  Churches  in  Salem,  took  offence  ;  left  the  meetings  of 
the  Church,  on  the  Sabbath,  and  at  other  times ;  worshipped  at  the 
Tabernacle,  and  asked  to  be  dismissed  to  the  Church,  The  request 
was  refused,  on  the  ground  that  the  member  had  manifested  improper 
and  unchristian  feelings,  at  the  time  of  leaving,  and  afterwards.  The 
member  in  question  thought  the  Church  were  very  unreasonable,  in 
refusing  a  dismission.  Twice  was  the  request  made.  After  some 
months,  the  member  made  a  full  acknowledgment  of  wrong  doing 
and  wrong  feeling ;  and  then  did  not  desire  the  Church  to  give  any 
further  attention  to  the  request  for  dismission. 

Within  two  years  past,  the  Tabernacle  Church  has  refused  a  similar 
request  of  two  members,  on  precisely  the  same  grounds.  To  this  day, 
the  request  has  not  been  granted. 

And  as  it  regards  the  standing  of  those  at  Howard  Street,  after 
being  formally  recognized  by  one  Council,  and  indirectly  by  another, 
— it  certainly  is  not  to  be  denied,  that  the  Tabernacle  Church  has  the 
right  to  withhold  fellowship, — any  number  of  Councils  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding.  If  the  only  question  is,  whether  a  body  of  professed 
believers  has  been  recognized  by  a  Council  to  be  a  Congregational 
Church,  or  whether  a  minority  of  such  a  Church  has  been  recognized 
as  the  Church,  which  the  majority  had  voted  to  dissolve, — then  it 
would  follow,  that  Councils,  however  composed  or  conducted,  have  a 
paramount  control  of  the  Churches,  and  power  to  determine  not  only 
with  what  Churches,  but  with  what  individuals,  a  particular  Church 
shall  hold  communion.  If,  moreover,  a  member  excommunicated  from 
the  Tabernacle  Church  should  be  received  by  advice  of  Council  into 
any  Church,  which,  whatever  the  circumstances,  another  Council  had 


16 

recognized,  —  then  of  course  this  same  excommunicated  member 
might  be  dismissed  back  again  to  the  Tabernacle  Church,  as  in  good 
and  regular  standing;  and,  if  the  Church  are  to  be  controlled  by 
Councils,  he  must  be  received,  although  he  had  been  cut  off  from 
their  body, — and  although  they  might  have  the  fullest  evidence,  that 
their  censure  upon  him  was  just,  and  that  he  was  not  a  proper  subject 
for  their  Christian  communion.  Is  any  such  ecclesiastical  doctrine  as 
this,  to  be  found  in  the  "  Platforms"  of  New  England  churches? 

For  ourselves  we  could  never  have  concurred  in  the  Result  of  the 
late  Council,  unless  fully  prepared  to  admit  all  that  is  involved  in  such 
a  doctrine,  or  such  a  view  of  the  obligations  of  particular  Churches, 
to  govern  themselves  by  the  decisions  of  Councils.  And,  not  to  an- 
ticipate what  is  to  be  said  in  the  sequel  of  our  Review,  we  must  here 
remark,  that  it  seems  to  us  that  all  the  quotations  which  are  made  by 
the  Result  before  us,  on  the  subject  of  covenant  obligations,  not  only 
do  not  in  the  least  approach  the  question  of  the  right  of  a  majority  to 
dissolve  a  church,  but  they  are  in  point-blank  opposition  to  the 

CLAIMS  WHICH  THE  CoUNClL  HAVE  ADVOCATED  IN  BEHALF  OF  EzEKIEL 

Goss. 

For  instance,  the  Council  say  in  their  Result,  pp.  13,  14, — that^ 
"in  1637,  certain  ministers  in  England  undertook  to  call  the  New 
England  brethren  to  account,  for  opinions  and  practices  deemed  by 
them  'groundless  and  unwarrantable,'  and  forwarded  Nine  Positions, 
on  which  they  demanded  their  judgment.  Of  these,  the  sixth  stated 
vjhat  they  deemed  the  unwarrantable  claim,  that  no  church  member  could 
withdraw  from  a  church,  ivithout  leave  first  obtained  from  the 
church" 

We  have  put  the  above  in  italics,  that  the  particular  point  may  be 
more  clearly  marked.     The  Council  proceed  to  say  : 

The  New  England  ministers  admitted  the  principle  and  defended  it,  on 
the  ground  that  the  church  covenant,  of  necessity,  implied  it.  This  called 
out  a  full  statement  of  their  views  of  the  covenant.  This,  according  to 
them,  consists  in  four  particulars. 

1.  '  Every  member,  at  his  admission,  doth  openly  profess,  and  solemnly 
promise,  that,  by  Christ's  help  assisting,  he  will  not  only,  in  general  give 
up  himself,  as  to  the  Lord,  to  be  guided  by  him,  so  to  the  Church  according 
to  God,  to  be  directed  by  it;  but  also,  in  particular,  that  he  will  perform  all 
duties  of  brotherly  love  and  faithfulness  to  the  body  ;  as  of  diligent  watch- 
fulness over  all  his  brethren,  thereby  to  prevent  sin  ;  so  of  faithful  admoni- 
tion, after  their  falls,  to  regain  them  to  the  Lord  from  their  sin. 

2.  '  The  engagements  are  not  made  only  by  the  members  admitted  into 
the  Church,  but  by  the  Church  back  again  to  the  members.  So  that,  thereby, 
the  whole  Church  in  general,  and  every  member  in  particular,  stand  as  well 
in  conscience  bound,  to  perform  all  duties  of  love  and  watchfulness  to  him, 
as  he  doth  to  them. 

3.  '  These  promises,  thus  lawfully  and  mutually  made,  that  members,  as 
also  the  whole  Church,  are  bound,  not  only  every  one  for  himself  actively  to 
perform  them,  but  passively,  also,  to  suffer  his  brethren  to  do  these  offices 
upon  and  towards  himself.  If  he  neglect  the  former,  he  shall  falsify  his 
covenant,  so  solemnly,  before  God,  angels  and  men,  made ;  and  so  not  only 
break  his  promise  to  his  brethren,  contrary  to  Ps.  xv.  4,  but  also,  in  some 
sort,  commit  the  sin  of  Ananias  and  Sapphira,  in  lying  against  the  Holy 
Ghost,  condemned  and  severely  punished  by  God's  own  hand.    If  he  fail  in 
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the  latter,  he  shall  not  only  be  guilty  of  the  same  sin  of  breach  of  covenant 
with  God  and  man,  as  in  the  former,  but  shall  also  be  guilty  of  this  folly  of 
despising  council,  so  much  condemned,  and  shall  also  proclaim  this  his 
folly  and  pride,  by  showing  to  all  the  Church  that  he  is  wise  in  his  own  eyes, 
and  leans  to  his  own  wisdom,  both  reproved  in  Prov.  iii.  7,  and  xxiii.  4. 

4.  'From  all  these  things  premised,  it  appears  that  we  can  do  no  less — 
and  yet  we  do  no  more  than,  first,  require  a  member,  before  he  depart,  ac- 
cording to  our  covenant,  thus  lawfully,  deliberately,  and  mutually  made,  to 
express  to  his  brethren  his  desire  of  departing,  and  the  place  and  society  to 
which  he  tends — whether  to  a  godly  Church,  where  he  may  be  edified,  oi;  to 
some  corrupt  assembly,  where  he  may  be  destroyed !  and,  secondly,  require 
his  grounds  and  reasons  which  move  him  so  to  do.' — All  of  these  particulars 
are  sustained  by  an  appeal  to  the  word  of  God.  Thus  did  New  England,  in 
a  clear  and  eloquent  testimony,  utter  to  Old  England  her  deepest  and  most 
settled  convictions  as  to  the  nature  and  effects  of  a  Church  Covenant. 

We  assent  cordially  to  these  views  of  covenant  obligations,  as  given  in 
the  passages  here  quoted,  from  the  fathers,  and  all  the  others  in  the 
Result, —  in  the  sense  in  which  the  fathers  themselves  intended  to  be 
understood.  But  we  differ  very  much  from  the  Council  in  our  appli- 
cation of  these  passages.  They  infer,  that  "  the  mutual  covenant 
between  member  and  member,  is  not  separnble  from  the  covenant  with 
God,  but  is  a  part  of  it," — and  hence,  by  a  constructive  inference 
from  this  their  direct  inference, — they  say,  that  "  Churches  were  with 
them,  [i.  e.  the  fathers,]  no  mere  voluntary  associations  for  mutual 
religious  improvement,  which  those  who  formed  might  disssolve  at 
pleasure,  and  replace  by  what  they  deemed  better,  or  by  none  at  all,  if 
they  saw  fit."     (pp.  14,  16.) 

The  Council  have  here  substituted  their  own  words  for  the  language 
of  the  fathers,  and,  as  we  think,  most  unwarrantably.  And  not  a 
little  remarkable  it  is,  that  the  only  passage  which  they  quote  from 
these  for  a  distinct  exposition  of  our  Congregational  covenants,  is  from 
a  chapter  in  Richard  Mather's  tract,  in  answer  to  the  "  Nine  Positions  " 
sent  over  from  England  ; — the  whole  of  which,  from  first  to  last,  was 
written  without  the  remotest  reference  to  the  dissolving  of  a  Church 
by  the  act  of  the  body.  But  the  reader  would  suppose,  that  the  pas- 
sage was  taken  from  some  elaborate  treatise  of  the  fathers,  in  which 
they  were  showing  that  Churches  are  not  "  mere  voluntary  associa- 
tions, &c."  Very  little  would  it  be  imagined,  that  the  chapter  of  the 
little  tract  from  which  it  was  selected,  not  to  say — garbled — was  writ- 
ten upon  one  of  the  subordinate  or  incidental  questions  connected 
with  the  great  points,  which,  for  a  whole  generation,  had  been  in  con- 
troversy, between  the  members  of  the  Church  of  England,  and  Brown- 
ists,  Presbyterians,  and  Congregationalists.  Much  less  would  it  have 
been  imagined,  that  the  entire  chapter  was  designed  to  show, — "  That 
none  are  to  be  admitted  as  set  members,  but  they  must  promise  not  to 
depart  or  remove,  unless  the  Congregation  [Church'\  will  give  leave"  ! 

These  are  the  words  of  "  The  Sixth  Position."  And  they  might 
have  been  so  quoted  in  this  Result,  with  much  less  time  than  it  cost 
to  conceal  the  very  gi.st  of  the  matter  in  hand. 

We  think  that  we  can  see  a  very  cogent  reason,  why  the  authors  of 
the  Result  did  not  quote  the  first  sentence  of  the  "Answer"  to  the 
"  Sixth  Position "  ;  and  why  they  stopped  short  in  the  paragraphs, 
which  they  did  quote. 
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Our  answer  hereunto  is  briefly  tfiis, — we  judge  it  were  expedient,  and  not 
according  to  Rule,  that  such  brethren  as  are  in  covenant  with  the  Church, 
and  ourselves  as  fellow-members,  and  have  committed  their  souls  to  us  as 
ministers,  should  not  forsake  our  fellowship,  ^(j^  nor  abruptly  break  away 
from  us,  when  and  whither  they  please ;  but  first  approve  themselves  therein 
to  their  brethren's  consciences,  and  their  counsel  in  eo  weighty  a  mat- 
ter, &c. 

At  the  end  of  paragraph  3d,  as  quoted,  the  Result  omits  this  sen- 
tence : 

Seeing  need  of  no  further  light  to  be  held  forth  by  his  brethren,  than  what 
he  appreciates  himself,  which  is  one  of  the  greatest  properties  of  folly 
itself. 

But  vastly  more  important,  and  not  a  little  significant,  is  the  omis- 
sion of  what  follows,  in  paragraph  4th.  After  the  words, — "  which 
moved  him  so  to  do," — it  is  thus  written  in  the  original  : 

Which  if  they  hold  good,  being  scanned  by  the  Word,  he  may  not  only 
be  confirmed  in  his  way  by  the  consent  and  advice  of  many,  but  counselled 
also  how  to  manage  his  departure  for  his  best  comfort ;  and  so  after  all 
solemnitie,  with  the  whole  Churches  prayers  and  blessing  in  the  name  of 
Christ  be  dismissed.  But  if  his  grounds  be  either  none  at  all,  or  weake,  or 
sinfull,  and  that  his  desire  of  departing  savors  of  self-will,  inordinate  love  of 
gaine,  rash  precipitancie,  or  a  spirit  of  schisme,  more  strongly  than  of  sound 
Reason,  then  what  can  we,  what  dare  we  lesse  without  breach  of  covenant, 
than  in  love  and  tenderness,  show  him  his  weaknesse,  disswade  him  from  his 
purpose,  and  refuse  to  consent. 

We  should  be  glad  to  quote  the  whole,  which  follows.  After  other 
remarks,  it  is  further  said  : 

If  any  member  might  when  and  wherefore  he  please,  without  consent  of 
the  Church  depart  away  from  it,  this  may  by  unavoidable  consequence  de- 
stroy the  whole  ;  for  if  one  may  so  depart,  why  may  not  another  also,  though 
never  so  usefull  in  that  Body,  whose  absence  might  much  change  the  well- 
being  of  it ;  and  if  one,  why  not  two,  six,  ten,  twelve,  as  well  as  one.  For 
where  will  you  stop,  seeing  all  may  plead  the  same  libertie  ? 

We  should  hardly  have  thought  that  any  of  those  who  prepared  the 
Result  of  the  late  Council,  could  have  so  taken  out  the  passage  which 
they  did,  from  the  "  Answer  to  the  Sixth  Position"  of  the  ministers 
of  England  ; — and  then  have  made  the  venerable  Mather,  of  Dorches- 
ter, and  the  others  in  whose  name  he  wrote,  appear  as  if  testifying  in 
a  case  or  upon  a  point,  which  was  not  at  all  in  mind.  We  protest 
against  such  a  method  of  quotation  ;  and  still  more  against  the 
unfairness  and  injustice  of  imposing  upon  the  unwary  and  confid- 
ing reader  the  constructive  inferences  of  the  authors  of  this  Result,  as 
if  the  direct  and  indisputable  witness  of  the  fathers.  Let  the  fathers 
speak  for  themselves.     We  are  ready  to  hear. 

In  the  sequel  of  our  Review,  we  have  more  to  say  of  the  extracts 
from  the  "  fathers."  But  we  have  here  to  affirm, — that  they  do  not 
at  all  touch  the  question,  whether  a  Church  can  be  dissolved,  as  we 
maintain,  by  vote  of  a  majority,  any  more  than  the  question,  whether 
a  Church  can   be  made  to  cease,  as  the  Council  admit,  by  the  unani- 
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mous  consent  of  the  members  to  take  letters  to  other  Churches.  But 
they  do  touch  the  subject  of  church  dissolution,  or  more  strictly,  the 
inevitable  tendency  to  such  dissolution, — by  so  expounding  the  nature 
of  the  covenant  of  membership,  as  to  require  imperatively,  that  before 
"  a  member  departs  "  he  shall  "  express  to  his  brethren  his  desire  of 
departing,  S^^c.  ; " — and  that  "no  church  member  can  withdraw  from  a 
Church,   without   leave  first   obtained  from  the  Church.^' 

We  now  inquire,  then,  whether  the  exposition  of  covenant  obliga- 
tions, as  taken  from  the  "  fathers,"  is  not  utterly  irreconcilable  with 
the  pretensions  of  the  Council,  in  respect  to  Mr.  Goss  ?  As  they  have 
reasoned  and  declared  themselves,  they  certainly  have  vindicated  a 
church  member,  in  "  withdrawing  from  a  Church,  without  leave  first 
obtained  from  the  Church!  "  After  Mr.  Goss  had  left  the  Tabernacle 
Church,  in  every  thing  but  the  formality  of  a  dismission  and  recogni- 
tion,— a  whole  year  and  a  half  had  expired,  before  he  even  asked 
"leave"  to  "withdraw"!  Was  such  a  course  warranted  by  "the 
principles,  usages  and  precedents  which  relate  to  the  covenant,  by 
which  believers  in  our  Churches  are  bound  to  God,  and  to  each  other?  " 
Let  the  Council  answer  this  question  to  their  consciences. 

The  Cambridge  Platform  says  : — "  They  who  are  joined  with  con- 
sent, should  not  depart  without  consent,  except  forced  thereunto." 
"  To  separate  from  a  Church  either  out  of  contempt  of  their  holy 
fellowship,  or  out  of  covetousness,  or  for  greater  enlargements,  with 
just  grief  to  the  Church,  or  out  of  schism,  or  want  of  love,  QJ^  and  out 
of  a  spirit  of  contention  in  respect  of  some  unkindness,  or  some  evil 
only  conceived  or  indeed  in  the  Church,  which  might  and  should  be 
tolerated  and  healed  with  a  spirit  of  meekness,  and  of  which  evil  the 
Church  is  not  yet  convinced  (though  perhaps  himself  be)  nor  admon- 
ished :  for  these  and  the  like  reasons  to  withdraw  from  publique 
communion  in  word  or  seals,  or  censures,  is  unlawful  and  sinful." 
"  Order  requires  that  a  member  removing,  have  letters  of  testimonial 
and  dismission  from  the  Charch,  whereof  he  yet  is,  unto  the  Church 
whereunto  he  desireth  to  be  joined,  lest  the  Church  should  be  deluded  ; 
that  the  Church  may  receive  him  in  faith,  and  not  be  corrupted  in 
receiving  deceivers  and  false  brethren.  Until  the  person  dismissed  be 
received  into  another  Church,  he  ceaseth  not  by  his  letters  of  dismis- 
sion to  be  a  member  of  the  Church  whereof  he  was.  The  Church 
cannot  make  a  member  no  member,  but  by  excommunication." 

We  shall  prove,  that  a  Church  can  make  a  member  no  member,  in 
other  ways ;  yet  all  this,  in  the  true  sense  of  the  Platform,  we  fully 
maintain.  And  by  consequence,  we  say  that  Ezekiel  Goss  had  vio- 
lated his  covenant  engagements;  and  that  the  Ex  parte  Council  have 
noiv  justified  him.  in  doing  as  he  did. 

They  have  also  exerted  themselves  to  the  utmost,  to  "  make  him  no 
member  "  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  by  "  an  example,"  in  him  and 
in  themselves,  "  which,"  in  words  of  the  Platform,  "  if  many  should 
follow,  would  threaten  the  dissolution  and  confusion  of  Churches." 

After  the  meeting  of  September  28th,  it  was  hoped,  that  the  case 
of  Mr.  Goss  would,  for  a  time  at  least,  not  require  the  action  of 
the  Church.  The  purpose  was  to  treat  him  affectionately,  and  en- 
deavor to  persuade  him  to  pursue  such  a  course,  as  would  preclude 
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the  necessity  of  a  complaint  against  him,  and  an  adjudication  in  the 
Church. 

There  was  no  good  reason,  as  was  felt,  for  any  haste  or  urgency  of 
movement.  It  was  indeed  reported,  that  Mr.  Goss  had  thoughts  of 
going  to  California.  If  so,  it  was  considered  by  some  of  his  brethren, 
a  very  strong  reason  why  he  should  not  press  the  Chvrch  to  grant  his 
request.  And  so  excited  had  he  become, — so  aroused  was  his  spirit 
of  opposition  to  the  Church, — so  pertinaciously  and  determinedly,  in 
conversations  with  brethren  and  others,  did  he  insist  upon  having  his 
request  granted, — that  he  was  in  no  proper  state  of  mind,  to  encourage 
hope  of  very  early  and  satisfactory  acknowledgments  to  the  Church, 
for  withdrawing  as  he  had.  Neither  did  it  seem  advisable  to  under- 
take immediately  the  work  of  regular  discipline.  There  may  have 
been  a  mistake  in  this,  on  the  side  of  lenity  and  brotherly  kindness. 
But  may  tiie  day  never  come,  when  the  Tabernacle  Church  will  do 
business,  as  the  Council  say  that  they  ought  to  have  done,  in  the  case 
of  Mr.  Goss. 

But  why  did  not  the  Council  complain  of  the  Church,  for  not 
having  proceeded  faster, — when  Mr.  Goss  might  soon  wish  to  go  to 
California?  Was  it  because,  that  they  did  not  think  it  well  to  inform 
their  readers  that  they  themselves  took  their  own  time  to  attend  to 
his  desires,  and  that  while  some  were  "6?<S3/  here  and  there,  he  was 
gone  ?  "  * 

-  At  the  very  next  meeting  of  the  Church,  October  12,  Mr.  Goss 
appeared  in  person,  and  wished  to  read  a  communication.  Objection 
was  made,  that  as  his  case  now  stood,  it  was  not  in  order  for  the 
Church  to  give  him  a  hearing.      He  then  immediately  retired. 

October  26th,  it  being  the  regular  monthly  meeting  for  business,  he 
again  appeared,  and  wished  to  present  a  written  communication.  Ob- 
jection was  again  made.  Brethren,  who  opposed  the  reading  of  the 
document,  expressed  an  entire  willingness  to  hear  any  statement  from 
their  brother  Goss,  relative  to  his  feelings  or  position — provided  he 
did  not  intend  to  criminate  the  Committee  of  the  Church,  as  was  fully 
believed  that  he  did  ;  and  that  he  did  not  intend  to  argue  the  Howard 
Street  question,  upon  its  general  merits.  Questions  which  had  been 
already  considered  and  settled  by  final  action,  they  could  not  then 
consent  to  reconsider.  Neither  could  they  deem  it  proper  for  him  to 
address  the  Church,  as  if  he  were  on  trial,  and  defending  himself 
against  charges  which  had  regularly  come  before  the  Church.  No 
charges  had  as  yet  been  brought,  and  no  accusation  had  been  preferred 
against  him — in  any  such  form  or  mode — as  rendered  it  suitable  for 
the  Church  to  listen  to  any  such  communication,  as  they  understood, 
from  his  own  words  and  appearance,  he  was  purposing  to  make.  By 
a  most  decided  vote,  he  was  not  allowed  to  read  his  communication. 

He  then  asked  if  he  n)ight  be  permitted  to  make  a  speech  to  the 
Church.  The  same  objections  were  made,  as  before,  and  a  similar 
vote  was  passed.  There  were  remarks,  it  was  suggested,  which  he 
could  make,  that  would  be  in  order,  and  would  also  be  gratifying  to 
his  brethren.     But  if  he  wished  to  occupy  the  time  of  the  church,  in 

*  See  Result,  &c.  p.  60. — Any  time  needed  for  "  original  investigations"  ^ 
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the  manner  which  he  gave  occasion  to  anticipate,  it  would  neilher 
be  according  to  the  established  rules  of  business,  nor  for  the  edifica- 
tion of  the  Church,  that  he  should  be  heard. 

The  Result  says :  "  This  communication  the  pastor  and  the 
Church  refused  to  allow  him  to  read — and  when  he  desired  to  speak 
on  what  the  Committee  had  said  to  him,  they  refused  to  hear  him. 
The  reason  assigned  for  this  was  that  the  Church  had  not  adopted  and 
thus  endorsed  the  statements  of  the  Committee,  and  that  the  Church 
had  neither  charges  nor  charge  against  him.  It  was  repeatedly  said 
to  him,  '  We  have  nothing  against  you,'  and  therefore  he  was  not 
allowed  to  speak.  Here  then  a  brother  had  come  before  the  Church, 
desirous  to  see  his  offence,  if  any  there  were,  desirous  to  confess  and 
make  reparation  when  convinced,  desirous  so  to  explain  his  conduct 
as  to  give  satisfaction,  and  yet  was  not  allowed  to  speak,  on  the  ground 
that  they  had  nothing  against  him."     (p.  10.) 

This  passage  may  have  been  written  very  easily,  but  we  suspect  that 
it  required  some  labor.  Like  too  many  others  of  its  kind,  in  the 
Result,  it  has  just  enough  of  truth  to  exempt  the  writer  from  the 
charge  of  intentional  or  conscious  misstatement;  and  much  more  than 
enough  of  error  to  make  the  whole  representation  utterly  fallacious. 
How  could  any  of  our  brethren  so  far  impose  upon  themselves,  as  to 
give  their  sanction  to  such  a  tissue  or  complication  of  improbabilities 
V  and  absurdities  ?  * 

After  the  refusal  of  the  Church  to  hear  his  speech,  Mr.  Goss  showed 
himself  to  be  much  excited.  In  a  hurried,  agitated  tone,  and  as  if 
trying  to  suppress  his  feelings,  he  said  : — "  If  the  Church  take  such 
action  in  regard  to  me,  I  am  glad  to  know  what  sort  of  persons  I  am 
among,  and  what  kind  of  company  I  have  been  in.  And  I  therefore 
now  leave  the  Church  !"  V 
.^^  He  went  out,  immediately.  We  have  here  a  question,  in  respect  to 
-^  hisleaving  the  Church,  in  this  manner.  If  this  procedure  aloue  were 
considered,  would  there  not  be  reason  enough  for  the  Church  to  de- 
mand satisfaction  ?  Could  a  metnber,  aTter  such  an  exhibition  of  him- 
self, justly  expect  testimonials  as  in  "Jwtt?  standing  "?■/,•  r ,  ■•        /  <y  / 

In  a  letter  from  a  late  member  of  the  Church,  to  one  of  the  Council, 
it  is  said  :  "  After  the  Church  had  refused  to  hear  brother  Goss  and  he 
had  retired,  iit  was  suggested  by  some  one,  that  his  long  absence  from 
the  communion  of  the  Church  was  wrong,  and  was  a  fit  subject  for 
church  discipline.  Thereupon  I  immediately  rose  in  my  place,  and 
stated  that  I  hoped  a  course  of  discipline  would  now  be  commenced 
with  brother  Goss  forthwith.  The  pastor  stated  in  reply,  that  there 
were  cases,  which,  for  certain  reasons,  ought  to  be  delayed  ;  and  inti- 
mated  that  this  was  a  case  which   ought  to  be  deferred   to  a  future 

*  In  reading  some  parts  of  this  Result,  we  have  had  our  patience  restored  to 
good  humor,  hy  rememberinop  a  remark  of  a  late  dislinp;uished  counsellnr  of  Con- 
necticut. In  one  of  his  profound,  but  luminous  and  splendid  ]eg;al  arguments,  he 
was  repeatedly  interrupted  by  one  of  those  judg;es,  who,  from  the  circumstances 
of  their  appointment  and  their  intellectual  "darkness  visible,"  were  callet)  the 
"  midnight  judges."  "The  office  of  a  counsellor,"  said  one  of  these  to  Roger 
Minot  Sherman,  "is  to  enlighten  the  Court;  not  to  confuse  and  perplex  them  by 
abstract  discussions  and  minute  distinctions."  "  Your  Honor," — replied  the  coun- 
sellor with  a  most  courteous  obeisance, — "is  little' aware  how  hard  a  task  he  imposes 
upon  us  " .' 
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time."  The  letter  was  written,  more  than  two  months  after  the  meet- 
ing referred  to  ;  and  when  in  the  lapse  of  time,  a  very  calm  and  un- 
^y^  biassed  memory  might  not  recall  the  precise  words  which  were  used  at 
a  given  moment, — nor  the  immediate  antecedents,  occasions,  or  sug- 
gestions. Words  and  occurrences  may  be  placed  in  close  or  simulta- 
neous connection,  when,  in  fact,  they  were  separated  by  intervals,  not 
only  of  minutes  or  hours,  but  of  weeks  and  months. 

According  to  the  Minutes  of  the  pastor,  written  out  in  full,  the 
third  day  afterwards, — "  As  soon  as  Mr.  Goss  had  retired,  the  Church 
engaged   in   prayer."     And  after  the  prayer,    according   to   the   same   ^  -^ 

Minutes,  and  the  distinct  recollection  of  the  pastor  and  that  of  others,  v^"  m<^  ' 
the  writer  of  the  letter  just  quoted  arose,  before  a  word  was  spoken 
by  any  one  else,  and  expressed  his  opinion, — "  that  the  pastor  and 
two  of  the  deacons  ought  to  take  measures  early  to  bring  the  case  of 
brother  Goss  before  the  Church,  in  the  way  of  complaint  for  walking 
disorderly ;  for,"  it  was  said,  "  he  is  now  placed  in  an  anomalous  situ- 
ation." 

This  proposal  was  "  anomalous,"  and  without  any  precedent  or 
warrant  in  the  doings  of  the  Church.  It  was  as  unexpected,  as  would 
have  been  a  serious  motion  by  that  brother,  that  Mr.  Goss  should  at 
once  be  excommunicated.  The  hour  of  closing  the  meeting  having 
come,  the  pastor  waited  for  no  one  to  respond,  but  briefly  expressed 
his  own  views  of  the  duty  of  the  Church. 

"  Jf  any  brother  thought  it  suitable  to  commence  a  process  of  disci- 
pline, he  could  do  it.     But  there  were  times  and  circumstances,  when, 
either   as   it   respects    the    individual    himself,    or   his   family,   or   the 
j(r       Church,   or   the   community,   it  is  not  expedient  to  move  in  a  case  of 
-discipline.     And    such   at  present  was  the  evident  excitement  of  feel- 
irfg,  in  regard  to  brother  Goss,  and  in  regard  to  the  ecclesiastical  rela- 
tions of  Howard   Street  Church,  so  called,  that,  in  the  judgment  of 
the  pastor,,   it  was  best  for  all   concerned,  that  there   should    be  some 
,        lapse  of  time,  during  which,  influences  might  operate   to   prepare   the 
K      ^v ay  for  a  more  calm   and  judicious   attention  to  any  new  view  of  the 
1'       case  which   might  be  presented.     The  pastor  also  indicated' his  opin- 
»        ions,   in  re.-^pect  to  the  course  which  it  became  brother  Goss  to  pursue, 
when  his  request  was  refused  ;   and  the  course,  which,  as  a  Christian, 
simply  desiring  to  do  what  is  right  and  best,  he  ought  now  to  pursue." 
Such   are   the    Minutes  of  the   pastor,    word   for  word,— two   days 
only  having  intervened  between  the  meeting  and  the  time  of  the  record. 
But   the   Result  says, — that   "  when    it   was   suggested  to  the  Church 
to  begin  to  deal  with  him,  thr.  pastor  objected  and  they  refused  so  to 
do!" — p.  10.     Was  it  thus?     Are  the  Council  sure  ?     For   authority, 
they  refer   to  the   letter   from    a   member  of  the   Church,  which,  we 
humbly  submit  to  the  Council,  is,  in  some  parts,  materially  defective, 
and  in  others,  erroneously  interpreted. 

Very  true  it  was,  that  Mr.  Goss  was  not  on  trial ;  and  that  a  process 
of  discipline  had  not  been  commenced  ;  and  that  no  one  had  signified 
to  the  Church  his  intention  to  commence  such  a  process.  But  it  was 
as  well  understood  as  any  fact  could  be,  that  the  Church  as  a  body 
considered  Mr.  Gossjms//?/  liable  to  discipline.  The  member  of  the 
Church,  whose  letter  appears  in  the  "  Appendix "  of  the  Result  of 
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the  Council,  knew  all  this ;  and  therefore  could  never  have  designed 
to  testify  any  thing  to  the  contrary. 

But  we  have  to  inquire  of  the  Council,  whether,  in  another  respect, 
they  have  made  proper  use  of  that  letter  ?  Did  they  not  actually  pass 
their  votes  the  afternoon  hefor-e  the  conversation  between  the  writer 
and  Dr.  Beecher,  in  respect  to  which  the  letter  was  written?  And 
yet  a  letter  of  January  8lh,  1850,  referring  to  a  conversation,  Decem- 
ber 19^/i,  1841), —  is  adduced  as  the  reliable  "  direct  testimony"  to  a 
point,  which  the  Council  had  decided,  December  ISth?  Whether  this 
is  any  better  than  to  make  the  writer  say  much  more  than  he  said,  or 
could  have  intended  to  say,  we  leave  for  others  to  decide. 

On  Monday,  after  the  meeting  October  26,  the  pastor  sought  an  in- 
terview with  Mr.  Goss,  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  to  him  more  fully 
the  reasons,  why  it  was  not  proper  for  the  Church  to  hear  him  in  the 
manner  which  he  had  proposed.  He  freely  admitted,  that  he  in- 
tended to  argue  the  question  of  "  the  right  of  a  Church  to  be  dissolved," 
and  to  consider  all  the  points  which  were  connected  with  his  case. 
As  to  the  Committee  of  the  Church,  he  said,  that  he  "  meant  to  prove 
that  they  had  violated  their  engagements  with  him  ;  "  referring  to 
what,  as  he  said,  was  understood  by  him  to  be  their  advice  or  consent, 
in  respect  to  the  manner  in  which  he  should  meet  the  objections  that 
had  been  stated  to  him,  in  their  interview  of  September  I3ih.  And 
what  he  alleged  to  be  true  of  them,  it  must  here  be  remarked,  they 
themselves  have  most  positively  denied  ! 

He  was  asked  by  the  pastor,  whether  he  insisted  upon  having  a  let- 
ter of  dismission  to  the  Howard  Street  Church, — i.  e.,  a  dismission  as 
if  the  Church  had  never  been  dissolved.  He  said,  that  he  did;  for 
there  was  "a  sacred  principle  involved  as  to  the  rights  of  churches." 

When  told,  that,  if  the  brethren  could  be  satisfied  in  regard  to  his 
present  feelings,  they  might  consent  to  give  him  a  letter  to  the  South 
Church,  for  example ; — he  repelled  the  suggestion,  as  if  inadmissible. 
And  yet  he  said,  that  when  he  applied  for  a  dismission,  he  did  not  in- 
tend to  make  trouble;  and  that  he  did  not  know  but  "  the  Church 
might  contrive  some  way  to  get  round  the  question  of  Howard  Street 
Church,  without  acknowledging  it  to  be  the  old  Church."  "  We  don't 
care,"  said  he,  "  what  your  opinion  is,  as  to  its  being  the  old  Church." 

He  was  reminded  of  the  course  which  he  had  pursued,  and  which 
certainly  appeared  as  if  he  was  willing  to  make  trouble.  And  he  was 
reminded  also,  that  he  very  loell  kneio,  that  his  sympathy  with  those  at 
Howard  Street  loas  not  the  cause  or  the  original  occasion  of  his  leav- 
ing the  Tabernacle  Church.  To  this  he  made  no  answer,  but  turned 
the  conversation. 

He  was  asked  whether  he  would  like  to  have  his  case  brought  before 
the  Church,  in  the  way  of  discipline.  To  this  he  answered  with  sur- 
prise ;  "  You  cannot  do  any  such  thing ;  for  I  have  asked  a  dismission." 
He  was  informed,  that  any  brother  of  the  Church  could  proceed 
against  him  at  any  moment.  He  then  said  that  "  he  should  not  like 
to  be  brought  before  the  Church  as  for  a  misdemeanor." 

From  all  that  occurred  in  an  interview  of  an  hour  and  a  half,  during 
which  not  a  word  was  spoken  as  if  from  excitement,  or  any  unfriend- 
liness, the  pastor  was  more  than  ever  satisfied,  that  it  was  most  wise 
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in  the  Church  to  refuse,  as  they  did,  to  hear  the  communication 
which  Mr.  Goss  had  intended  to  make,  on  the  Friday  evening  previous. 
The  plain  truth  is,  beyond  a  question,  that  he  had  not  the  smallest  idea 
of  making  any  confession  or  concession,  which  the  Church,  in  any  cir- 
cumstances, could  have  received  ;  and  all  that  he  intended  to  say,  as 
''''if"  he  was  sorrij,—  ^'  if  any  had  been  grieved  with  any  of"  his 
^'  wrong  doing," — was  but  a  drop  in  the  bucket.  He  had  come  pre- 
pared, by  aid  of  some,  it  is  believed,  who  have  had  far  too  much  to  do 
in  his  case,  to  inflict  upon  the  Church  an  outpouring,  which,  if  he 
could  have  inflicted  upon  the  late  Council,  we  are  quite  inclined 
to  think  they  would  have  forgiven  him,  if  he  had  first  gone  to  Cali- 
fornia, without  honoring  them  as  he  did  by  his  letter  missive ;  and 
without  giving  them,  as  he  has,  the  rare  opportunity  of  such  an  enviable 
immortalization,  through  the  "  document,"  which,  as  the  "  Congrega- 
tionalist"  (March  8th)  assures  the  world, — "  will  go  upon  [?]  the  ar- 
chives of  our  ecclesiastical  history,  as  a  permanent  document  bequeath- 
ed to  the  future." 

The  next  day  after  the  interview  just  described,  he  called  upon  the 
pastor.  "  I  called,"  said  he,  "  to  see  how  this  would  do.  Since  you 
said  there  are  no  charges  against  me, — can't  I  have  a  letter  to  any 
Church  where  in  the  providence  of  God  my  location  may  be  cast?" 
"  No  charges  ?  "  said  the  pastor  ;  "  I  never  said  that  there  were  no 
charges  against  you.  There  are  no  charges  before  the  Church,  as  if 
you  were  on  trial!  But  you  are  liable  to  discipline  at  any  time. 
There  may  be  no  charges  before  the  Church  ;  but  that  is  a  very  differ- 
ent thing  from  saying  that  there  are  no  charges  which  can  be  brought." 

"  Are  you  really  intending  to  go  to  California  ?  "  ''  I  don't  know," 
he  replied  ;  "  I  have  thought  1  should,  but  J.  don't  know  how  it  will 
be."  "  If  you  are  intending  to  go,"  continued  the  pastor, — "  and  you 
can  satisfy  the  feelings  of  the  brethren,  who  certainly  are  disposed  to 
deal  kindly  with  you,  we  can  give  you  a  letter  to  a  Church  of  Christ 
in  San  Francisco,  or  to  any  other  sister  Church  '  where  in  the  provi- 
dence of  God  your  location  may  be  cast.'  But,  brother  Goss,  it 
would  not  be  consistent  with  my  ideas  of  truth  and  fairness,  to  give 
you  such  a  letter  as  you  have  named, — with  the  understanding,  that 
you  can  take  it,  and  go  directly  down  to  Howard  Street!  " 

After  some  further  remarks,  he  said  to  the  pastor, — "Well,  then, 
there  is  no  other  way  for  me,  but  I  must  ask  for  a  Mutual  Council. 
And  I  will  leave  this  request  with  you." 

To  the  Tabernacle  Church. 

Dear  Brethren : — I  have  repeatedly  requested  of  you  a  dismission  and 
recommendation  to  the  Howard  Street  Church  in  this  city.  My  request  has 
as  often  been  refused.  I  do  not  now  wish  to  present  further  reasons  for 
my  request,  for  I  am  assured  by  your  pastor  that  there  are  no  charges 
against  me,  and  still  my  request  cannot  be  granted.  I  therefore  respectfully 
request  that  you  will  unite  with  me  in  calling  a  Mutual  Council  according 
to  the  usage  of  the  Congregational  Church,  to  consider  and  advise  with 
reference  to  the  following  questions,  viz  : 

1st.  Was  I  in  good  and  regular  standing  as  a  member  of  the  Tabernacle 
Church  on  the  25th  of  August,  1849  ? 

2d.  Has  any  thing  taken  place  in  reference  to  the  question  of  my  request 
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for  a  dismission,  since  that  time,  that  renders  it  improper  that  I  should  have 
letter  in  the  usual  f.  rm  ? 

3d,  Is  the  standing  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  such  that  the  Tabernacle 
Church  ought  not  to  recommend  menibers  to  its  communion? 

I  would  propose  that  the  Council  should  be  composed  of  Churches  whose 
ministers  have  never  been  called  to  act  in  the  case  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church  during  its  last  difficulties. 

I  will  be  ready  to  meet  your  Committee  at  any  suitable  time  on  a  few 
hours'  notice,  for  the  purpose  of  selecting  the  Council  and  preparing  the 
letters  missive.  From  your  brother  in  Christ, 

EzEKiEL  Goss. 

Salem,  Oct.  30th,  1849. 

N.  B.  On  account  of  business  arrangements  I  would  earnestly  request 
that  the  Church  would  act  on  it  on  Friday  evening  next,  at  the  close  of  their 
preparatory  lecture. 

The  above  request,  it  will  be  noticed,  was  vi^ritten  before  the  sec- 
ond interview  with  the  pastor,  afier  the  meeting  of  October  26th;  and 
contains  the  misstatement  concerning  the  "charges."  November  9th, 
without  any  discussion,  the  Church  passed  the  following  vote  : 

Whereas,  our  brother  Ezekiel  Goss  has  requested  this  Church  to  unite 
with  him  in  calling  a  Mutual  Council,  to  consider  and  advise  with  reference 
to  the  following  questions,  viz: — 

1st.  Was  I  in  good  and  regular  standing  as  a  member  of  the  Tabernacle 
Church,  on  the  25th  of  August,  1849  ? 

2d.  Has  any  thing  taken  place  in  reference  to  the  question  of  my  request 
for  a  dismission,  since  that  time,  that  renders  it  improper  that  I  should  have 
a  letter  in  the  usual  form  ? 

3d.  Is  the  standing  of  Howard  Street  Church  such,  that  the  Tabernacle 
Church  ought  not  to  recommend  members  to  its  communion  ? 

Therefore,  voted.  That  the  following  answer  be  given  to  his  request,  viz : 

In  regard  to  the  first  of  the  questions,  which  it  is  proposed  to  submit  to  a 
Mutual  Council,  the  Church  has  not  taken  action  in  a  judicial  manner,  and 
the  hope  has  been  cherished,  and  still  is,  that  both  the  expediency  and  the 
necessity  of  such  action  may  be  entirely  precluded.  If,  however,  the  long 
absence  of  brother  Goss  from  the  communion  and  meetings  of  the  Church 
previous  to  Aug.  25  should  ever  be  brought  before  the  Church,  in  the  regu- 
lar process  of  discipline,  the  Church  has  no  reason  to  anticipate  any  such 
difficulties  in  the  case,  as  would  give  occasion,  in  the  smallest  degree,  for 
the  advice  of  a  Council. 

Upon  the  second  question,  which  it  is  proposed  to  submit  to  a  Mutual 
Council,  the  Church  has  taken  no  action  whatever,  neither  has  any  been 
contemplated,  so  far  as  is  known  to  the  Church.  As,  therefore,  the  subject- 
matter  of  neither  of  these  questions  has  been  adjudicated  in  the  Church, 
nor  even  introduced  into  the  Church  for  the  purpose  of  adjudication,  there 
can  be  no  propriety  in  calling  a  Mutual  Council  in  such  circumstances  "to 
consider  and  advise  with  reference"  to  them. 

In  relation  to  the  third  question,  it  is  true  that  the  Church  has  taken  ac- 
tion, and  such  action  as  may  be  inferred  from  the  language  used  in  the  letter 
of  brother  Goss.  The  action  of  the  Church,  however,  by  which  the  disso- 
lution of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  May  4ih,  1847,  has  been  recognized, 
was  taken  wiih  much  carefulness  and  under  a  constraining  sense  of  duty,  to 
vindicate  and  support  the  fundamental  principles  and  the  accredited  usages 
of  the  Congregational  order,  as  affecting  the  independence  of  each  Church 
respectively,  and  the  inalienable  rights  of  majorities  in  each  Cliurch.  Until 
those  who  now  profess  to  be  the  original  Howard  Street  Church,  as  if  no 
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dissolution  had  ever  been  voted,  shall  take  a  different  ground  upon  which 
they  will  urge  their  claims  to  recognition  and  fellowship  as  a  sister  Church, 
— the  Tabernacle  Church  cannot,  with  any  consistency  or  propriety,  acknowl- 
edge their  title  to  such  recognition  and  fellowship ;  so  far  as  known  to  the 
Tabernacle  Church,  there  is  no  existing  occasion  to  submit  its  doings,  in 
respect  to  this  subject,  to  the  revision  of  a  Council ;  neither  is  there  any 
such  occasion  apprehended,  in  the  changes  of  the  future.  While,  therefore, 
the  Church  has  none  other  than  the  kindest  feelings  towards  brother  Goss, 
and  there  is  not  the  least  desire  to  prevent  a  removal  of  his  relation  of  mem- 
bership to  some  sister  Church,  whenever  it  can  be  accomplished  in  an  orderly 
and  satisfactory  manner,  the  request  of  our  brother  Goss,  that  the  Church 
should  unite  with  him  in  calling  a  Mutual  Council,  must  be  declined. 

This  vote  was  in  accordance  with  the  IXth  of  the  Church_  f'  Artk. 
c]^J'  i[)  respect  to  "discipline  and  government:" — "  That,  in  cases^ 
of  difficulty,  wBicTi  cannot  be  settled  satisfactorily  in  the  Church,  the 
advice  of  sister  Churches,  by  their  pastors  and  delegates,  shall  be 
requested  ;  and  when  obtained,  be  complied  with  by  all  parties  con- 
cerned, unless  in  their  Judgment  they  have  weighty  reasons  to  dissent; 
which  re  isons  shall  be  offered  to  the  Council,  when  time  and  circum- 
stances will  admit  of  it,  and,  if  otherwise,  to  the  Church,  previous  to  a 
dissent,  agreeably  to  Acts  xv  ,  Platform,  chap,  xvi.  But  in  all  cases 
within  the  contemplation  of  this  article,  a  Council  is  to  be  regarded 
as  advisory  onli/,  without  any  paramount  control  over  the  decisions  of 
the  Church." 

§  The  Proceedings  of  the  Ex  parte  Council. 

It  was,  of  course,  supposed,  that  an  Ex  parte  Council  might  be 
called.  But  it  was  not  believed  by  the  pastor  of  the  Church,  and  by 
others,  that,  if  Mr.  Goss  should  send  a  letter  missive  to  "  Churches 
whose  ministers  had  never  been  called  to  act  upon  the  case  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church,"  there  would  be  any  that  would  comply  with 
his  request ; — if  he  should  make  known  the  questions  which  he  had 
proposed  to  submit  to  a  Mutual  Council,  and  the  answer  of  the  Church 
in  declinmg  his  proposal. 

It  was  also  supposed,  that  there  would  be  some  correspondei5ce  with 
the  Tabernacle  Church,  by  the  Churches  receiving  a  letter  missive 
from  one  of  its  members, — before  any  of  them  would  vote  to  attend 
such  a  Council.  And  it  was  confidently  presumed,  that  a  very  brief 
statement  of  the  other  party  in  the  case,  wouid  suffice  to  convijice  any 
sensible  man, — whether  clergyman  or  layman, — that  Ezekiel  Goss  had 
as  yet  no  just  ground  to  ask  for  a  Mutual  Council,  and  much  fess  t© 
■call  an  Ex  parte  Council. 

*'  As  the  request  is  made  against  the  opinion  and  wishes  of  a  major- 
ity of  the  Church,"  says  Uphara  in  his  very  valuable  work,  (the 
"  Ratio  Disciplinae,"  pp.  195,  6,)  "  it  becomes  the  Churches,  that 
are  sent  to,  seriously  to  inquire,  whether  there  be  good  grounds  for 
meeting  together.  In  case  of  a  Mutual  Council  or  any  other  Council, 
■deliberation  on  this  point  is  reasonable ;  {[^  in  respect  to  Ex  parte 
'Councils,  it  is  imperative.  So  much  so,  that  the  subject  arrested  the 
attention  of  the  General  Association  of  Massachusetts,  and  that  highly 
a-espectable  body  at  their  session  of  1823,  passed  the  following  vote : 
"  That  it  be  recommended  to  the  ministers,  connected  with  this  Associ- 
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ation,  not  to  attend  Ex  parte  Councils,  without  much  deliberation,  and 
obvious  and  urgent  necessity." 

The  same  view  of  the  duty  of  ministers  and  churches  was  taken,  at 
an  early  period,  in  the  experiment  of  our  Congregational  order.  The 
"  Ratjo  pisciplin^  ''  of  the  New  England  Brethren  says  : — "  The  pas- 
tors of  the  Churches,  to  whom  an  aggrieved  person,  under  the  neglect 
of  the  Church  to  do  any  thing  for  the  relief  of  his  distress,  has  made 
his  complaints,  do  not  rashly  at  once  read  his  Letters  to  their  Churches. 
But  having  informed  themselves  as  thoroughly  as  they  can  of  the  case,  )/ 
they  signify  unto  the  paftor  of  the  Church  complained  of  what  they 
have  received,  and  ask  him  to  let  them  know,  whether  the  difficulty 
cannot  be  removed  without  their  coming  to  them  as  a  Council,  or 
whether  they  have  any  just  objection  to  make  against  their  coming  to 
them.  For  the  management  of  these  preliminaries,  the  pastors  either 
Jiave  an  interview,  or  else  by  messengers  hold  such  a  coimmmication 
with  one  another,  as  is  needful  to  their  concurrence  in  the  action." 

Did  the  members  of  the  late  Council  do  any  such  thing,  as  is  here 
recorded  to  be  the  early  usage  ; — or,  as  the  more  recent  "  Ratio  Dis- 
ciplinse"  declares  to  be  "imperative"?  Not  a  single  one  !  Secret 
influence,  moreover,  as  we  have  positive  proof,  was  employed  with  all, 
or  at  least  with  a  sufficient  number  for  the  end  in  view, — to  secure 
attendance;  and  influence  from  sources  wholly  ex  parte, — suited  to 
prejudice  them  in  favor  of  Mr.  Goss's  complaint, — and  to  prepare 
them  to  act  at  once,  without  any  thing  more  of  investigation  and 
deliberation,  than  would  suffice  for  the  appearance  of  doing  their  work 
in  Howard  Street,  Salem,  instead  of  Salem  Street,  or  Park  Street, 
Boston.* 

The  letter  missive  of  Mr.  Goss,  was  dated  Nov.  17,  1849.  He 
knew  perfectly  well,  that  the  business  meeting  of  the  Tabernacle 
Church  would  be  held  Nov.  23d  ;  and  that  the  Church  always  objected 
to  doing  business  at  any  other  meeting.  Yet  the  copy  for  the  Church 
bears  date  Nov.  26th,  and  was  kept  back,  so  that  the  first  opportunity 
which  the  Church  had  of  receiving  it,  was  on  the  evening  o^  Prepara- 
tory Lecture,  Nov.  30//t .' — Thus  only  three  days,  and  one  of  these  the 
Sabbath,  intervened  between  its  reception  by  the  Church,  and  the 
meeting  of  the  Council,  Dec.  4th  ! 

Of  the  reasons  for  keeping  back  this  letter,  others  who  are  impar- 
tial may  judge.  And  whether  the  Tabernacle  Church  could  accept  of  j 
*'  the  invitation  to  make  the  Council  mutual,"  they  may  judge, — when  I 
we  state  to  them,  that  one  half  of  the  churches  named  in  the  letter  had 
already  acted,  by  their  ministers  or  delegates,  or  both,  "  in  the  case  of 
the  Howard  Street  Church;  "  and  had  acted  in  full  concurrence  with 
the  wishes  and  pretensions  of  the  minority  of  that  church,  against  the 
act  of  dissolution,  May  4th,  1847.  Of  the  other  half,  there  was  rea- 
son to  believe,  that  a  part  had  become  privately  committed;  while  the 
remainder  would  not  be  likely  to  be  present;!  —  so  that  a  majority  in 

*  One  of  the  Council  did  inform  the  pastor  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  that  his 
Church  had  voted  to  comply  with  the  request  of  Mr.  Goss;  but  intimated  some 
doubt,  wliether  he  himself  should  attend. 

t  For  instance.  Dr.  Osgood's  Church,  in  Spring;field,  Mr.  Cary's,  in  Sunderland, 
and  Mr.  Harris's,  in  Conway  I — What  could  be  the  "  urgent  r  ecessity  "  of  sendiag 
from  Essex  County,  to  Hampden,  Hampshire,  and  Franklin  Counties  ? 
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favor  of  the  Howard  Street  claims  was  as  certain  as  any  future  event 
could  well  be,  according  to  human  means  of  forecast  or  calculation. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  Letter  Missive  for  an  Ex  parte 
Council,  as  communicated  to  the  Tabernacle  Church,  after  the 
Preparatory  Lecture,  November  30th. 

To  the  Congregational  Church  in . 

Dear  Brethren, — I  am  a  member  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  in  Salem. 
My  own  usefulness  and  edification  led  me  to  desire  to  connect  myself  with 
the  Howard  Street  Church  in  this  city,  now  under  the  pastoral  care  of  the 
Rev.  Mr.  Wilder.  Being  in  regular  standing,  and  so  far  as  I  know  or  be- 
lieve without  blame  in  my  standing  with  the  Church,  I  have  asked  for  a 
dismission  and  a  letter  to  that  Church,  but  have  been  twice  refused.  The 
reasons  on  record  relate  to  the  standing  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  in- 
volving the  doings  of  two  ecclesiastical  councils,  composed  of  eighteen 
churches,  most  of  them  of  the  highest  standing  among  the  Churches,  and 
of  the  Essex  South  Conference  of  Churches.  On  the  question  involved,  the 
Conference  is  nearly  equally  divided.  And  of  the  Councils, — the  first  rec- 
ognized the  Howard  Street  Church  as  at  present  constituted,  the  Howard 
Street  Church; — the  second  installed  its  present  Pastor.  It  is  supposed 
that  matters  are  involved  which  demand  investigation.  I  have  asked  for  a 
Mutual  Council,  but  it  has  been  refused.  And  according  to  usage,  I  now 
respectfully  invite  you  to  meet  in  Council  by  your  Pastor  and  delegate  on 
Tuesday,  the  4th  day  of  December  next,  at  half  past  9,  A.  M.,  at  the  vestry 
of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  to  examine  the  whole  case  so  far  as  to  sustain 
the  rights  of  the  Churches  and  afford  me  the  necessary  relief. 

A  copy  of  this  letter  will  be  sent  to  the  Tabernacle  Church  with  the  re- 
quest that  they  will  appear  and  accept  this  as  a  Mutual  Councih 

Your  brother  in  Christ, 

Salem,  JVovember  17th,  1849.  Ezekiel  Goss. 

The  other  Churches  invited  are  the  following :  Essex,  Rev.  Mr.  Crowell's ; 
Ipswich,  Rev.  Mr.  Kimball's  and  Fitz's ;  Boston,  Rev.  Dr.  Beecher's,  Kirk's, 
and  Stone's;  Braintree,  Rev.  Dr.  Storr's ;  East  Abington,  Rev.  Mr. 
Walker's  ;  Middleboro',  Rev.  Mr.  Putnam's  ;  West  Medway,  Rev.  Dr. 
Ide's ;  Hopkinton,  Rev.  Mr.  Webster's;  Springfield,  Rev.  Dr.  Osgood's; 
Sunderland,  Rev.  Austin  Carey's;  Conway,  Rev.  Samuel  Harris's;  Andover 
Theological  Seminary,  Rev.  Dr.  Emerson,  Pastor;  West  Randolph,  Rev. 
Dr.  Hitchcock's. 

To-the  Tabernacle  Church. 

Dear  Brethren, — The  enclosed  Letter  Missive  is  a  true  copy  which  I  have 
sent  to  the  Churches  named  therein.  It  is  my  desire  that  the  Tabernacle 
Church  should  accept  of  this  invitation,  and  thus  make  it  a  Mutual  rather 
than  an  Ex  parte  Council.  Your  brother  in  Christ, 

Salem,  JSTovemher  26,  1849.  Ezekiel  Goss. 

Would  John  Cotton,  or  Increase  Mather,  or  Cotton  Mather,  or  any 
of  the  earlier  or  later  "  fathers,"  have  entertained  such  a  Letter  Mis- 
sive;  and  have  attended  in  Council,  without  any  consultation  with  the 
Tabernacle  Church?  We  are  quite  prone  to  suspect,  that  some  mem- 
bers of  the  Council  have  need  to  have  their  "pure  minds  stirred  up  by 
way  of  remembrance."  And  before  any  of  them  shall  again  admonish 
the  Tabernacle  Church  and  the  Essex  South  Conference,  concerning 
"a  profession  of  original  investigations,"  they  may  do  as  well  to  recur 
to  the  record  of  a  controversy  somewhat  earlier  than  the  days  of  the 
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•*  fathers  ;  "  when,  with  no  small  reason,  a  certain  man  "  answered 
and  said, — No  doubt  but  ye  are  the  people,  and  wisdom  shall  die  with 
you." 

One-half  of  the  whole  number  of  Churches  invited,  had  complied 
with  the  call  of  the  Letter  Missive;  and  were  represented  in  Council, 
about  10  o'clock,  A.  M.,  December  4th.  Six  of  these  were  already 
committed  upon  the  Howard  Street  question,  viz.,  Salem  Street  Church, 
Dr.  Beecher's,  and  Park  Street  Church,  Rev.  Mr.  Stone's,  Boston; 
Church  in  Essex,  Rev.  Mr.  CrowelFs  ;  Church  in  Ipswich,  Rev.  Mr. 
Fitz's;  Church  in  Hopkinton,  Rev.  Mr.  Webster's;  Third  Church  in 
Abington,  Rev.  Mr.  Walker's. 

None  of  the  members  of  Council  seemed  to  covet  the  distinction  of 
being    Moderator.      One   declined,     because    he    had    been    already 
"  scorched ;  "  yet  was  forced  to  stand  the  fire  again,   as  best  he  could, 
■  for  one  day. 

After  the  choice  of  Moderator  and  Scribe, — the  question  was  long 
debated  whether  a  quorvm  [?]  was  present ;  and  whether,  therefore, 
the  Council  could  properly  proceed  to  business.  The  Council  at  last 
called  for  papers,  and  gave  a  hearing  to  Mr.  Goss,  and  to  the  present 
pastor  in  Howard  Street,  who  appeared  as  if  he  knew  very  much  more 
of  Mr.  Goss's  case,  than  he  did  himself;  and  who,  therefore,  wished 
to  speak  ybr  him,  instead  of  allowing  him  to  speak. 

When  the  afternoon  session  was  closing,  the  Council  voted  to  hold 
an  adjourned  meeting,  December  18th.  And,  having  agreed  to  have 
another  session,  for  a  short  time  in  the  evening,  they  also  voted, 
"  To  appoint  a  Committee  to  wait  upon  the  pastor  of  the  Tabernacle 
Church,  and  notify  him  of  the  organization  of  the  Council,  and  of  the 
case  under  consideration,  that  he  may  attend  on  behalf  of  the  Church." 
Result,  p.  4. 

We  have  somewhere  read  a  paragraph,  which,  it  may  be  taken  for 
granted,  that  the  Council  will  find,  if  they  please  to  make  "  investiga- 
tions" "original,"  or  otherwise. 

"  The  Council  arrive  at  the  place  appointed,  and  being  called  to 
order,  and  having  organized  by  the  choice  of  a  Moderator  and  Scribe, 
they  open  their  session  with  supplications.  Their  proceedings  are  com- 
monly, in  the  first  instance,  in  some  public  place ;  and  O;^^  at  the 
commencement  of  their  inquiries,  notice  is  given  of  the  time  and  place 
of  their  meeting,  to  the  Church  of  which  the  aggrieved  are  members, 
and  to  the  pastor  of  the  same.  (T^  If  the  Church  and  pastor  decline 
paying  any  attention  to  the  notice  given,  the  Council  govern  them- 
selves accordingly,  and  proceed  to  business,"  S^c. 

It  will  now  be  seen  whether  this  Council  proceeded  in  conformity 
with  the  rules,  which  have  been  justly  regarded  as  admitting  of  no  al- 
lowable or  excusable  exception.  Although  they  had  assembled,  as 
they  did,  without  observing  the  prescriptions  and  authorized  prece- 
dents, in  regard  to  such  Councils,  it  was  still  to  have  been  expected, 
that  there  would  have  been  some  better  mode  of  proceeding,  than  to 
hold  two  sessions  to  the  end,  before  notifying  the  Tabernacle  Church 
or  the  pastor,  that  they  had  met  and  were  organized. 

Just  before  the  commencement  of  the  session  in  the  evening,  the 
Committee  of  the  Council  waited  upon  the  pastor.  They  informed 
him,  that  the  Council  had  been  together  ;  and  that  they  had  voted  an 
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adjournment  to  December  18th  ;  and  that  he  could  appear  before  the 
Council,  if  he  wished.  The  pastor  answered  their  que.^tions,  and  told 
them  distinctly  the  true  standing  uf  Mr,  Guss,  in  the  Tabernacle 
Church. 

The  Minutes  of  the  Council  state  correctly,  that  the  pastor  "de- 
clined appearing  before  the  Council,  on  the  ground  that  no  action  of 
Council  was  called  for  in  the  premises." 

The  Chairman  of  the  Committee,  Dr.  Beecher,  made  but  a  few- 
remarks,  as  his  report  of  this  interview.  But  the  delegate  from  Ran- 
dolph was  free  to  say  to  his  brethren,  that  "  it  had  appeared  to  him, 
almost  from  the  beginning,  and  since  the  interview  with  the  pastor  of 
the  Tabernacle  Church,  he  was  confirmed  in.  the  impression, — that 
there  had  been  duplicity  in  the  calling  of  the  Council;  the  ostensible 
reason  being  the  case  of  Mr.  Goss,  while  in  reality  the  Council  had 
been  called  to  decide  a  very  different  question.  If  Mr.  Goss  alone 
was  to  be  considered,  the  question  appeared  to  him  a  very  plain  one  ; 
and  he  thought,  that  the  Council  inight  very  soon  give  him  proper  ad- 
vice, and  be  permitted  to  return  to  their  homes.  And  if  the  Howard 
Street  people  wished  for  a  Council  to  act  upon  any  question  of  their 
own,  they  could  call  a  Council  in  their  own  name." 

We  give  the  remarks  of  Dr.  Alden,  as  reported  to  us,  and  have 
been  assured,  that  our  statement  is  not  sufficiently  strong.  We  wish 
that  a  full  repf)rt  of  the  proceedings  could  be  given;  and  yet,  perhaps, 
in  all  charity,  the  wish  ought  to  be  suppressed. 

Mr.  Goss  was  very  anxious  to  have  the  Council  come  to  a  Result 
that  day,  or  to  continue  their  session  the  day  following, — so  that  he 
might  know  of  it,  before  leaving  for  Califurnia.  He  had  engaged  his 
passage,  for  Thursday  of  the  next  week,  from  New  York  ;  and,  of 
course,  he  could  not  be  expected  to  be  present  at  the  adjourned  meeting 
on  the  18th. 

The  Council,  with  full  knowledge  of  his  wishes  and  purposes,  voted 
that  adjournment ;  and  voted  also,  "  to  advise  Mr.  Goss  to  enlarge  the 
Council,  by  inviting  other  Churches  at  his  discretion."  The  Churches 
before  invited,  but  had  not  been  represented,  were  to  be  notified  of  the 
adjtiurnnient  to  December  ISth! 

Can  our  ministerial  brethren,  and  other  brethren  of  our  Congrega- 
tional (Churches,  produce  a  parallel  or  a  precedent  for  such  a  proced- 
ure 1  A  member  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  "  advised  to  enlarge  a 
Council,  at  his  discretion," — when  he  himself,  immediately  after  issuing 
his  new  edition  of  letters  missive,  joould  depart  for  California!  ! 

Most  palpable  is  the  proof,  that  it  was  not  on  his  behalf  that  they 
were  there.  If  it  had  been  otherwise,  they  would  not  have  met  in 
Howard  Street;  and  if  they  had  met,  their  business  would  have  been 
all  done,  in  a  very  short  December  day. 

How  many  new  churches  were  invited,  we  do  not  know.  Mr.  Goss 
sent  no  information  whatever  to  the  Tabernacle  Church,  respecting  the 
enlargement  of  the  Council.  At  least  twenty  different  churches  might 
have  been  represented  in  the  meeting,  December  18th.  We  suppose, 
also,  that  several  others  might  have  been.  And  such  an  array  of^  min- 
isters and  delegates  summoned,  in  the  midst  of  winter,  some  of  them 
from  Hampden,  Hampshire,  and  Franklin  Counties, — under  the  pre- 
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text  of  urgent  occasion  to  consider  the  alleged  grievance  of  a  man, 
who  wished  a  letter  of  dismission  from  the  Tabernacle  Church, — and 
who  was  him.self  to  leave  Salem,  for  San  Francisco, — before  the  Coun- 
cil would  be  assembled  !  I 

December  18th,  the  Council  met.  Sixteen  Churches  were  repre- 
sented by  thirty-one  pastors  and  delegates.  Dr.  Osgood's  letter  to  Dr. 
Beecher,  (Result,  &c.  p.  60.)  is  a  clue  to  a  material  part  of  the 
process  and  the  management,  which  brought  so  many  together.  At 
the  time  of  adjournment,  on  the  4th,  the  Moderator  expressed  consid- 
erable anxiety,  lest  the  brethren  would  not  all  return! 

Beside  the  six  Churches,  mentioned  p.  28,  the  Church  in  West 
Medway,  Dr.  Ide's  ;  Second  Evangelical  Church,  Cambridgeport,  Rev. 
Mr.  Lovejoy's  ;  First  Church,  Braintree,  Rev.  Dr.  Storrs's;  Church 
in  Rockport,  Rev.  Mr,  Gale's, — had  given  their  voice  in  favor  of  those 
at  Howard  Street.  There  were  ten,  therefore,  of  the  sixteen,  that 
could  be  relied  upon,  for  such  a  Result,  as  we  have  before  us; — at 
least,  in  respect  to  the  Howard  Street  question.  Of  the  others,  two 
or  three  were  indubitably  committed  on  the  same  side,  by  the  known 
opinions  of  their  pastors  or  delegates.  And  seldom,  if  ever,  was  an 
Ex  parte  Council,  more  emphatically  ex  ^ar#e.  A  mistake,  however, 
was  made  in  selecting  two  or  three  of  the  Churches  ! 

A  new  Moderator  took  the  chair.  During  the  day,  he  repeatedly 
reminded  the  brethren,  that  the  simple  question  was,  "  Whet/ier  a  ma- 
jority could  unchurch  the  minority  1  "  And  this,  with  all  deference, 
we  would  say,  is  not  the  case  of  Ezekiel  Goss, — whether  in  Salem 
or  in  Sacramento.  Neither  is  the  Howard  Street  question  what  the 
venerable  member  from  South  Reading  thus  intended  briefly  and  deci- 
sively to  indicate. 

The  Council  tell  us,  that  "  Rev.  Mr.  Wilder  had  leave  to  appear 
before  the  Council,  and  present  the  case  of  Mr.  Goss."  Why  no  state- 
ment of  the  fact,  that  Mr.  Goss  had  gone  to  California?  We  should 
like  to  have  seen  how  the  Scribe's  record  of  this  item  would  read. 

A  Committee  waited  upon  the  pastor  of  the  Tabernacle  ;  not,  how- 
ever, until  the  Council  had  entered  upon  their  business.  He  had  seen 
no  cause  to  change  his  mind,  since,  with  the  cordial  advice  of  the  offi- 
cers and  others  of  the  Church,  he  declined  being  present,  December 
4th.  It  was  his  persuasion,  and  theirs,  that  any  Council  which  should 
convene,  in  such  circumstances, —  however  respectable  in  standing,  or 
large  in  number,  — were  not  entitled  to  any  other  attentions,  than  those 
of  a  courteous  and  kind  reception  of  a  Committee,  with  an  ingenuous 
and  explicit  answer  to  inquiries. 

And  here  let  us  distinctly  remind  our  brethren  abroad,  of  the  posi- 
tion of  this  Ex  parte  Council,  the  largest  of  its  kind,  we  believe,  ever 
known  in  Massachusetts,  or  New  England.  Professedly  they  are  con- 
vened to  afford  relief  to  an  aggrieved  individual,  and  "  to  sustain  the 
rights  of  the  Churches," — that  is  to  say,  the  claims  of  the  Howard 
Street  minority.  The  parties  on  the  one  hand  were  the  'J'abernacle 
Church,  the  majority  which  voted  to  disband  the  Howard  Street 
Cliurch,  tlie  Mutual  Council  which  advised  the  disbandment,  and  the 
members  of  the  Essex  South  Conference  who  recognized  the  validity 
of  the  vote  of  disbandment.  Of  these,  not  a  single  rejjresentative  ap- 
peared  before  the  Council ! 
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On  the  other  hand,  the  parties  were  Ezekiel  Goss  and  the  Howard 
Street  minority.  Ezekiel  Goss  himself  was  on  the  way  to  California, 
and  the  Howard  Street  minority  had  no  concern  in  the  proceedings, — 
by  any  official  action.  Their  pastor  appeared  in  the  Council,  as  being 
the  substitute  of  Mr.  Goss.  Thus  in  truth,  of  all  concerned,  on  the 
one  side  and  the  other,  there  was  not  one  fit  or  proper  represent- 
ative before  that  Council  !  Yet  did  that  same  Council  undertake  to 
revise  all  the  doings  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  the  Howard  Street  ma- 
jority, the  Mutual  Council  of  1847,  and  the  Essex  South  Conference! 

The  Council  proceeded,  from  first  to  last,  as  if  they  had  come  to 
act,  and  not  at  all  for  investigation.  They  wished  to  lose  no  time,  by 
any  hearing  of  evidence  or  of  argument  ;  but  to  be  ready  as  soon  as 
possible,  to  commit  the  whole  case  into  the  hands  of  those,  who,  with 
or  without  "  a  profession  of  original  investigations"  have  issued  their 
Result,  and  "  bequeathed  it  to  the  future  1  " 

Of  investigation  of  facts,  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  phrase,  there 
was  none.  The  course  pursued  was,  as  if  the  Council  had  occasion 
to  ask  but  a  very  few  questions  ; — and  some  of  these  were  not  to  be 
urged  to  an  answer,  lest  the  intended  Result  should  receive  detri- 
ment. The  Howard  Street  pastor  could  not  be  heard  as  he  wished, 
although  he  had  a  written  document  which  he  represented,  as  im- 
mensely important  to  the  deliberations  of  the  Council ;  and  although 
he  solemnly  assured  them,  over  and  over  again,  that,  "  if  they  would 
not  grant  him  a  hearing,  he  could  not  be  responsible  for  their  Result!'^ 

They  were  even  more  willing  to  finish  their  work,  than  they  were 
desired  to  be,  by  the  advocate  and  the  proxy  of  Mr.  Goss.  They  hur- 
ried on,  as  if  there  was  in  truth  no  necessity  for  any  proceedings  in 
open  session,  save  those  of  form  and  ceremony.  And  when  the  clerk 
of  the  Tabernacle  Church  declined  answering  the  question,  whether 
he  had  not  heard  Mr  Goss  speak  reproachfully  or  disrespectfully  of 
the  Church  or  the  pastor, — some  of  the  members  immediately  inter- 
posed to  put  an  end  to  all  such  inquiries. 

Not  quite  all,  however,  were  glad  to  "see"  a  Council  "  on  this 
fashion."  We  rejoice  to  except  Dr.  Hitchcock,  and  Dr.  Albro,  with 
two  or  more  of  the  delegates.  Dr.  Hitchcock's  published  "  Remon- 
strance "  has  been  read  by  many  hundreds,  and  has  been  justly  admir- 
ed for  its  manliness  and  common  sense,  and  its  conclusiveness.  Dr. 
Albro  made  a  noble  effort,  to  convince  his  associates,  that  they  had 
no  case  before  them, — if  they  professed  to  act  according  to  the  accred- 
ited usages  of  Churches,  in  respect  to  Ex  parte  Councils.  "  Ezekiel 
Goss,  who  had  called  them  there,  had  gone  himself  '  to  parts  un- 
known ! '  And  the  Tabernacle  Church,  had  as  yet  given  no  occasion 
whatever  for  him  to  call  a  Council  " 

We  forbear  to  say  more.  We  feel  mortified  and  ashamed,  for  such 
an  occasion  to  say  what  we  have.  We  now  present  an  extract  from 
the  published  Result. 

Voted,  That  the  Council  be  by  themselves. 
The  following  Resolution  was  moved  : 

Resolved,  That,  so  far  as  this  Council  is  advised  on  the  subject,  Mr.  Goss 
has  done  nothing  to  forfeit  his  standing  in  his  own  Church. 
The  Resolution  was  adopted. 
Moved,  That  it  is  the  opinion  of  this.  Council  that  the  vote  of  a  majority 
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cannot  dissolve  a  Church  against  the  consent  of  a  minority,  and  it  appearing 
that  the  Howard  Street  Church  has  not  been  otherwise  dissolved,  and  that 
the  minority  claim  membership  therein,  and  have  acted,  and  still  act,  as  that 
Church,  and  sustain  its  meetings,  the  ordinances  and  ministry,  this  Council 
advise  that  that  Church  has  not  been  dissolved,  but  still  exists  on  its  original 
foundation. 

The  question  was  taken  by  ayes  and  noes  ;  when  it  appeared  that  there 
were  24  ayes  and  2  noes,  and  the  Resolution  was  adopted. 

Voted,  That  Mr.  Goss  be  advised  to  renew  his  application  to  the  Taber- 
nacle Church,  for  a  letter  of  dismission,  and  of  recommendation  to  the  How- 
ard Street  Church:  and  if  his  request  be  refused,  that  he  be  advised  to  offer 
himself  for  membership  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and  that  the  Howard 
Street  Church  be  advised  to  receive  him. 

Voted,  That  a  Committee  be  chosen  to  prepare  a  Result  of  Council.  Rev. 
Dr.  Beecher,  Bro.  Z.  Eddy,  Rev.  R.  Crowell,  Rev.  Dr.  Storrs,  and  Rev.  A. 
L.  Stone,  were  appointed  this  Committee. 

Voted,  That  we  adjourn,  to  meet  at  7  o'clock  this  evening. 

Council  met  pursuant  to  adjournment.  The  Committee  chosen  to  prepare 
a  Result  of  Council  reported  progress;  whereupon  it  was  voted,  That  when 
the  Council  adjourn,  it  adjourn  to  meet  on  Wednesday,  January  16th,  at  10 
o'clock,  A.  M.,  at  the  vestry  of  Park  Street  Church,  Boston,  to  hear  the  re- 
port of  the  Committee,  appointed  to  prepare  a  Result  of  Council. 

Voted  to  adjourn. 

Attest,  A.  L.  Stone,  Scrihe. 

The  vote  of  the  Council  upon  the  case  of  Mr.  Goss,  by  itself,  is  not 
numerically  stated.  Why  was  this?  In  the  case  of  Howard  Street, 
we  have  24  to  2.  But  there  were  thirtij-one  members  of  the  Council, 
according  to  the  Minutes  of  the  Scribe.  We  learn  that  Jive  of  these 
had  either  left  the  meeting,  or  declined  voting. 

After  a  month's  adjournment,  the  Council  assembled  at  Park  Street 
Chapel,  Boston,  January  16,  1850.  Twelve  Churches  were  repre- 
sented by  twenty  pastors  and  delegates.  By  vote  of  18  to  2,  the  Re- 
sult, as  reported  by  Dr.  Beecher,  was  adopted  ; — even  one  of  the  dis- 
sentients "expressing  his  conviction  that  the  Howard  Street  Church 
was  not  dissolved  in  fict."  The  Minutes  of  the  Council  inform  us, 
that  Dr.  Hitchcock  presented  and  read  a  Remonstrance  against  the 
action  of  the  Council  ;  but  they  do  not  add,  that  he  was  refused  his 
request,  that  it  might  be  published  with  the  Result. 

Having  voted,  "  That  the  Committee  to  prepare  a  Result  be  a  Com- 
mittee to  communicate  the  action  of  the  Council,"  and  having  also 
"approved  the  Minutes,"  the  Council  was  dissolved.  Thus  closed 
the  labors  of  the  Council,  as  a  body, — but  not  those  of  the  Council  in 
particular.  There  was  yet,  as  we  may  well  presume,  something  to  be 
clone  by  the  Council  in  particular,  before  the  Result  could  be  "  com- 
mtinicated."     Communicated?     To  whom  ? 

Looking  back  upon  the  whole  course  of  proceedings,  we  are  con- 
strained to  pause.  Are  these  "  the  old  paths,  where  is  the  good  way," 
in  which  the  founders  of  New  England  Congregationalism  would  have 
their  children's  children  "walk"  and  "find  rest"?  Spirits  of  the 
Mathers  !   we  appeal  to  you  ! 

When,  in  former  days,  an  Ex  parte  Council  had  been  regularly  con- 
vened, and  had  regularly  proceeded  in  a  hearing  of  a  case,  the 
members  "  retired  to  the  place  of  their  more  private  entertainment, 
and  there  consideretl  over  again  all  that  had  been  laid  before  them." 


**The  Result," — witnesses  Cotton  Mather,  Rat.  Disc.  Art.  ix, — ^' is 
•drawn  up  in  a  proper  instrument;  wherein  they  first  report  what  they 
find,  and  then  advise  what  tliey  would  have  to  be  done  ;  usually  forti- 
fying their  advice  with  pertinent  passages  of  the  Sacred  Scriptures, 
annexed  unto  each  of  the  articles."  Was  the  Result  of  the  late  Coun- 
cil so  prepared?  What  "pertinent  passages  of  the  Sacred  Scriptures 
annexed  unto  each  of  the  articles,  fortify  their  advice"  ? 

As  to  the  resolution,  which  relates  particularly  to  the  case  of  How- 
ard Street  Church,  and  to  the  proceedings  of  the  Council  in  connec- 
tion with  it,  we  have  but  a  single  suggestion  to  make,  in  this  part  of 
our  Review.  They  "  arlvise  that  that  Church  has  not  been  dissolved, 
hut  still  exists  on  its  original  foundation "  1  Here  is  a  mode  of 
*'  advice,"    which  to  ourselves   is  quite  as   "  new,"    as  any  doctrine  of 

ours  can  have  been  to  the  Council.     They  '^advise" "that  that 

Church  has  not  been  dissolved"  !  There  can  be  no  mistake.  The 
Council  have  so  '*  abvised  "  ! 

It  is  to  no  purpose,  therefore,  that  any  one  shall  appeal  to  the  vote 
of  the  majority  of  Howard  Street  Church, — by  which,  under  advice 
•conscientiously  given  by  a  Mutual  Council,  that  Church,  on  the  4th  of 
May,  1847,  was  declared  to  be  dissolved  and  no  longer  to  exist.  This 
Ex  parte  Council  of  December,   1849,  and   January,  1850,   "advise 

THAT  THAT  CmURCH  HAS   NOT  BEEN    DISSOLVED,*    BUT  STILL  EXISTS  ON 

5TS  ORIGINAL  FOUNBATioN  "  !  !  1  Vcrily,  this  Council  was  an  "  advi- 
sort/"  body, — with  a  vengeance. 

We  have  seen,  that  by  their  first  resolution,  Dec.  18,  the  Council 
say,  "  That,  so  far  as  this  Council  is  advised  on  the  subject,  Mr. 
Ooss  has  done  nothing  to  forfeit  his  standing  in  his  own  Church."  In 
the  Result,  it  is  said,  absolutely,  ''the  brother  is  in  good  and  regu- 
lar standing  in  his  Church."  And  this  is  said,  when,  by  a  report  of 
the  committee  which  waited  upon  the  pastor,  Dec.  18,  it  appears  in 
their  Minutes,  that  he  stated  to  the  committee,  "  That  Mr.  Goss  was 
not  in  good,  standing  !  "  Votes  of  the  Church  also,  which  the  clerk 
had  communicated,  admit  of  no  fair  interpretation  or  construction, 
other  than  that  which  sustains  the  witness  of  the  pastor,  in  every  iota. 

And  yet  this  Council  in  their  Result  directly  and  openly  contradict., 
or,  to  use  their  own  choice  word,  they  have  "  rebutted"  the  testimony 
of  the  pastor  to  their  committee!  What  may  be  inferred,  then,  if 
other  votes  of  the  Church  had  been  communicated  ;  and  if  the  pastor, 
or  a  committee  of  the  Church,  had  appeared  in  person  before  the 
Council  ? — Would  it  have  made  any  difference  1 

A  more  impartial  witness  than  ourselves  may  here  speak.  "  It  is  in 
evidence  before  the  Council,"  says  Dr.  Hitchcock, — "  that  Mr.  Goss 
was  informed  by  a  committee  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  that  said 
Church  were  dissatisfied  with  his  course  in  neglecting  for  more  than  a 
year  to  commune  with  said  Church,  or  attend  her  meetings,  according 
to  his  covenant  engagements.  And  it  appears  to  me,  that  Mr.  Goss 
should  have  suspended  his  application  for  dismission  at  this  point, 
until  he  had  obtained  official  notice  from  said  Church,  that  by  explana- 

*  Some  years  before  an  English  statesiriRn  had  declared,  that  the  "  Schoolmaster 
is  abroad," — a  son  of  France  and  a  son  of  Holland, — meeting  together  in  our  father- 
land,— thus  "  advised  " :  "  Did  it  rain  io-morroio?  "     "I  believe  it  wasl " 
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tion,  or  concession,  or  forgiveness,  he  had  removed  this  obstacle  in 
the  way  of  his  recommendation.  Until  such  official  notice  is  pro- 
duced to  this  Council,  what  ground  have  we  to  conclude  that  Mr. 
Goss  is  in  a  suitable  position  in  relation  to  the  Tabernacle  Church,  to 
be  a  proper  subject  for  our  recommendation  1  No  Council  has  the 
right  to  invade  the  independence  of  a  Church,  by  expressing  a  primary 
opinion  respecting  the  standing  of  one  of  its  members.  The  Church 
has  the  right  to  act  first  in  the  case.  Plainly  no  Council  can  originate 
a  process  against  any  member  of  a  Church,  and  they  have  no  power 
to  decide  a  case  which  they  could  not  originate,  until  it  comes  before 
them  by  an  appeal.  Upon  a  question  of  character,  or  Christian 
standing,  no  member  of  a  Church  has  a  right  to  ask  for  a  Mutual 
Council,  until  censured  by  the  Church.  And  if  he  does  so,  the  Church 
is  not  bound  to  grant  his  request ;  and,  consequently,  he  has  no  right 
on  their  refusal,  to  call  an  Ex  parte  Council.  I  do  seriously  call  in 
question  the  right  of  this  Council  to  recommend  Mr.  Goss  to  Howard 
Street  Church,  in  present  circumstances,  or  to  any  other,  or  take  any 
action  respecting  his  Christian  character  and  standing."  * 

"  I  am  so  unfortunate  as  to  differ  in  opinion  from  the  Council  in  re- 
gard to  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  Howard  Street  Church,"  &c. 

But  the  most  extraordinary  fact  in  the  proceedings  in  the  case  of 
Mr.  Goss,  is  that  to  which  Dr.  Hitchcock  himself  makes  no  reference. 
It  is,  that  when  the  Council  passed  their  votes  respecting  him,  and 
when  they  adopted  their  Result,  thei/  did  not  knoio  that  he  loasin  being 
in  any  ■part  of  the  loorld  !  ! 

Unconditionally,  and  without  the  least  qualification,  they  advise  him 
just  as  if  he  loere  then  in  Salem, — to  "  renew  his  application  for  a  let- 
ter of  dismission  and  of  recommendation  ;  " — and,  then,  if  refused  he 
is  '*  advised  to  offer  hin^self  for  membership  to  the  Howard  Street 
Church,"  so  called,  and  these  are  "advised  to  receive  him."  And 
this  too,  when,  at  the  time  of  the  votes,  he  was  in  the  steamer  Ohio, 
approaching  the  West  Indies,  and  at  the  time  of  the  Result  was  far  on 
his  way  from  Panama  to  San  Francisco. 

The  Council  have  given  him  advice  thus  to  act,  whatever  may  be 
the  honest  convictions  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  in  regard  to  his 
present  standing, — whatever  may  hereafter  be  true  of  him,  under  the 
liabilities  and  exposures  of  a  long  absence,  amidst  perilous  temptations, 
so  many  thousand  leagues  from  the  watch  and  care  of  "  his  own 
Church,"  or  of  those  at  Howard  Street.  With  the  full  consent  and 
approval  of  this  Council,  he  may  break  away  from  that  covenant  which 
says  : 

Affectionately  giving  up  ourselves  to  one  another  in  the  Lord,  we  solemnly 
covenant  faithfully  to  watch  over  each  other,  to  seek  the  promotion  of  each 
other's  spiritual  good,  to  submit  ourselves  to  the  discipline  and  government 
of  Christ  in  his  Church,  and  watchfully  to  avoid  all  sinful  stumbling  blocks 
and  contentions,  as  become  a  people,  whom  the  Lord  hath  bound  up  together 
in  the  same  bundle  of  life. 

What  would  the  author  of  the  "Ratio  Disciplinse  of  1726"  ; — what 
would  his  venerated  grand-parent,  Richard  Mather,  whose   image  and 

""  Remonstrance,"  in  "  Congregationalist,"  March  1, 1850. 
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superscription  may  be  seen  in  every  part  of  the  "  Platform  of  1648"; 
— what  would  Wilson,  Cotton,  Shepard,  Eliot,  Hooker,  Davenport, 
Higginson,  Hubbard,  and  all  that  illustrious  company,  have  said  of 
such  proceedings,  as  those  of  the  late  Council?  Would  they  ha.ve 
thrown  their  arms  of  protection  around  a  member  of  a  Church,  who, 
without  asking  consent,  and  for  no  good  reason,  according  to  the  prin- 
ciples and  prescriptions  of  our  Congregational  polity,  loithdrew  from 
his  brethren  in  covenant  ?  They  would  as  soon  have  abjured  Chris- 
tianity itself. 

We  challenge  the  Council  to  quote  from  the  Cambridge  Platform,  or 
from  any  other  standard  authority,  a  single  passage,  which  would  war- 
rant Ezekiel  Goss  to  leave,  as  he  did,  the  Tabernacle  Church.  If  it 
be  true,  as  they  say,  that  "  when  a  member  applies  for  letters  of  testi- 
monial and  dismission,  and  no  process  of  discipline  is  pending  against 
him,  he  is  entitled  to  receive  them,  0[J^  unless  some  brother  declares 
that  he  is  offended,  and  will  take  immediate  steps  in  respect  to  it," 
[it?] — then  must  it  also  be  true,  that,  out  of  these  narrowest  of  all 
limits,  the  Churches  have  no  discretion  or  liberty  in  any  case  what- 
ever; but  are  bound,  at  the  shortest  notice,  to  dismiss  any  member,  or 
any  number  of  members,  who,  for  the  most  trivial  reasons,  or  from 
the  most  transient  impulses,  might  ask  for  letters  of  testimonial  to  other 
churches.  We  must  take  the  liberty  to  suggest,  that  such  special 
pleading,  even  by  very  reputable  Congregational  ministers  and  civil- 
ians, appears  to  us  to  be  very  "  new  "  and  very  poor  Congregationalism  ! 

Ezekiel  Goss  now  has  the  full  approbation  and  permission  of  the 
Council  to  leave  the  Tabernacle  Church,  forever  ;  notwithstanding  the 
palpable  violation  of  his  covenant  with  the  brethren  of  that  Church. 
That  covenant  they  can  call  a  "  holy  covenant ;  "  provided  only,  that 
the  question  is,  whether  the  Howard  Street  Church  could  be  dissolved 
by  a  vote  of  the  majority.  If,  however,  the  question  is,  whether  Eze- 
kiel Goss  has  a  right  to  a  dismission  from  the  Tabernacle  Church,  then 
the  covenant  in  its  "  holiness  "  is  remembered  no  more.  The  circum- 
stances have  entirely  altered  the  case  ! 

The  Council  themselves  are  our  witnesses.  And  these  are  the  breth- 
ren, who  have  looked  "  with  undissembled  wonder  and  astonishment" 
upon  the  "  phenomenon,"  that  our  humble  selves  and  our  associates 
should  "  claim  to  be  inspired  by  reverence  for  the  fundamental  princi- 
ples and  accredited  usages  of  our  fathers  !  "  These  are  the  brethren, 
who,  upon  the  most  "  weak  and  beggarly  elemerits  "  of  ex  parte  testi- 
mony alone,  and  after  the  merest  mockery  of  a  form  of  investigation 
of  facts,  have,  as  but  a  part  only  of  their  Result,  condemned  the  action 
of  the  Tabernacle  Church  ;  have  pronounced  their  emphatic  benedic- 
tion upon  a  misguided  and  erring  member;  and  have  given  him  cre- 
dentials or  testimonials,  as  "  in  good  and  regular  standing"  in  the  very 
Church  from  which  he  had,  for  a  year  and  a  half,  entirely  withdrawn 
himself,  in  worship,  in  communion,  and  in  sympathy!  For  such  extra- 
ordinary and  flagrant  proceedings,  we  hold  our  brethren  of  this  Coun- 
cil responsible  to  the  community,  to  our  Churches,  and  to  Chkist! 
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§  The  nature  of  a  Cungi'egationol  Covenant,  and  the  question  of  the 
Right  of  a  Majority  to  Dissolve  a  Church,  considered. 

After  disposing  of  the  case  of  Mr.  Goss,  the  Council  proceed  in 
their  Result,  to  consider  "the  questions  at  issue,"  in  regard  to  the 
Howard  Street  minority.  "  In  entering  upon  the  discharge  of  this 
duty,"  they  say  : 

We  cannot  but  be  deeply  affected  with  the  importance  of  the  principles 
involved.  We  are  well  assured  that  a  case  similar  to  the  one  in  question 
has  rarely,  if  ever,  occurred  in  the  history  of  our  Churches.  The  principles 
on  which  it  was  attempted  to  dissolve  the  Howard  Street  Church,  and  by 
which  that  act  is  defended,  are  not  only  novel,  but  in  our  judgment  would,  if 
carried  out,  effect  an  entire  revolution  in  our  Churches  as  it  regards  the  im- 
port and  sacredness  of  the  covenants  by  which  they  are  bound  together ;  and 
furnish  a  new  instrument  of  destruction,  to  be  used  in  every  case  of  diffi- 
culty and  division  in  a  Church.  Great,  therefore,  as  is  the  respect  and 
affection  with  which  we  regard  the  brethren  who  have  introduced  and  are 
attempting  to  defend  these  new  doctrines  in  our  Churches,  we  feel  con- 
strained to  do  all  in  our  power  to  subject  them  to  a  thorough  scrutiny,  and  to 
call  on  our  Churches  decidedly  to  reject  them,  as  at  war  with  the  funda- 
mental principles  of  our  system,  and  the  obvious  dictates  of  truth  and  right- 
eousness. 

And  inasmuch  as  the  Tabernacle  Church  has  seen  fit  to  appeal  to  "the 
fundamental  principles,  and  accredited  usages  "  of  our  Churches,  and  the 
Essex  South  Conference  has  intimated  that  "  precedents  "  sustain  their  deci- 
sion, we  shall  commence  our  investigations  by  the  inquiry,  what  these  "fun- 
damental principles  and  accredited  usages"  and  "precedents"  are,  in  the 
present  case  ? 

After  such  a  statement,  it  would  certainly  have  been  expected,  that 
the  Council  would  have  made  some  quotations  from  the  founders  of 
our  system,  which  would  be  seen  at  once  to  relate  to  the  subject  before 
us,  in  a  distinct,  definite,  unequivocal,  and  irresistible  application. 
Seriously,  we  could  not  imagine  what  it  was,  that  had  been  so  unac- 
countably overlooked,  by  many  beside  ourselves,  both  older  and 
younger,  and  by  some  too,  whose  reputation  for  sound  learning  and 
ripe  scholarship,  as  well  as  acute  discrimination  and  practical  good 
sense,  would  not  suffer  by  comparison  with  that  of  any  member  of  the 
late  Council.  And  since  it  is  a  matter  of  fact,  that  a  considerable 
number  of  Churches  have  been  dissolved, — not  always  by  unanimous 
desire,  but  quite  as  often  by  vole  of  the  major  part  only,  both  in  deed 
and  in  form,  —  we  had  no  small  curiosity  to  see  what  the  Council  had 
discovered  or  had  previously  known,  which  makes  such  a  dissolution 
an  absolute  anomaly,  and  an  intolerable  outrage. 

It  was,  then,  with  perfect  astonishment,  that  we  read  the  pages 
[12 — 17]  of  the  Result,  in  which  the  Council  have  professed  to  give 
us  their  synopsis  or  summary  of  the  "  fundamental  principles  of  our 
system,"  according  to  the  witness  of  the  fathers,  "  relative  to  the  cov- 
enant, by  which  believers  in  our  Churches  are  bound  to  God,  and  to 
each  other."  If  we  should  now  take  out  every  passage,  which  has 
been  cited,  and  should  separate  it  entirely  from  the  unqualified  asser- 
tions and  assumed  inferences  of  the  authors  of  the  Result,  it  would 
be  seen,  that  there  is  not  a  syllable  of  a  sentiment,  which  is  not  found 
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in  the  usual  forms  of  our  most  recent  Congregational  covenants,  or  in 
the  most  familiar  articles  of  church  administration,  as  exhibited,  for 
example,  in  the  well  known  Ratio  Disciplinse  of  1829.  In  truth  and 
soberness,  this  grave  attempt,  therefore,  with  such  elaboration  and 
complication  of  remark  upon  a  few  simple  sentences,  to  explain  the 
import  and  obligations  of  a  church  covenant, — was  no  more  expected 
by  us,  than  would  have  been  a  very  solemn  series  of  references,  with 
exhortations  annexed,  to  one  or  more  of  the  earliest  copies  of  the 
Shorter  Catechism  of  the  Westminster  Assembly,  and  some  four  or 
five  folio  "Expositions"  of  the  same,  like  that  of  Flavel, — with  an 
allusion,  perhaps,  to  a  new  edition  of  the  New  England  Primer, — in 
order  to  teach  the  General  Association  of  Massachusetts,  "  What  is 
the  chief  end  of  man  ?" 

It  would  have  been  just  as  much  in  point,  as  regards  the  main  ques- 
tions at  issue,  if  the  Council  had  quoted  any  six  forms  of  Congrega- 
tional covenant  in  our  most  recent  Orthodox  Churches  of  New  England, 
or  any  other  forms  out  of  New  England,  even  as  far  off  as  the  mission- 
ary Churches  of  the  Sandwich  Islands.  There  is  not  one  of  the  early 
covenants  as  quoted,  or  as  in  any  way  explained  hy  the  fathers  them- 
selves, which  at  all  intimates  that  a  particular  Church  has  no  power, 
right,  or  authority,  to  change  its  covenant,  to  adopt  a  new  covenant, 
or  to  dissolve  the  very  essence  of  its  own  particular  organization  and 
distinctive  identity  or  individuality.  What  the  Council  say  of  the 
fathers,  is  one  thing,  and  a  very  different  thing  from  what  the  fathers 
have  said  themselves. 

"  Churches,"  the  Council  say,  "were  with  the  fathers  no  mere  vol- 
untary associations  for  mutual  religious  improvement,  which  those  who 
formed  might  dissolve  at  pleasure,  and  replace  by  what  they  deemed 
better,  or  by  none  at  all,  as  they  saw  fit,"  (p.  16.)  And  are  "  Churches  " 
so  esteemed  by  any  of  the  Essex  South  Conference?  Produce  the 
testimony  !     Caricature  is  here  out  of  place. 

But  did  not  the  fathers  consider  "  Churches  "  to  be  "  voluntary  asso- 
ciations" 1  And  where  has  anyone  of  them  ever  said,  that  these 
could  not,  at  any  time,  or  for  any  reason,  be  dissolved,  by  the  vote  of 
a  regular  majority  ?  If  there  is  any  record  of  this  sort,  why  have  not 
the  Council  brought  it  forth  to  us  ?  We  shall  not  be  content  with  the 
asseverations  of  the  Council,  as  if  the  very  testimony  of  the  fathers  in 
their  own  person.  And  when  we  are  told,  as  in  the  name  of  the 
fathers,  "that  the  covenant  with  man  is  included  in  the  covenant 
with  God  ;  "  or  that  they  who  "  covenanted  with  God  to  do  all  his 
known  will,  whether  it  was  expressly  stated  or  not,  covenanted  to  come 
into  church-estate  with  their  brethren,  and  to  remain  in  it," — we  think 
that  the  Council  had  forgotten,  that  the  chief  fathers  had  all  been  of 
the  Church  of  England,  which  denies  the  whole  doctrinal  basis,  and, 
of  course,  the  whole  superstructure  of  our  Congregationalism. 

Could  the  formers  of  the  First  Church  in  Salem  have  had  any  idea 
of  becoming  Congn gationnlists ,  when,  in  the  father-land,  they  first 
entered  into  a  personal  covenant  with  God  ?  And  if  they  had  contin- 
ued to  be  Episcopalians,  or  members  of  the  old  established  Church, 
would  they  have  lived  in  violation  of  that  personal  covenant?  Yet  if 
the  words  of  the  Result  are  to  be  considered  a  just  expression  of  the 
views  of  the  fathers,  every  one  of  the  fathers  was  hound  hy  his  origi- 
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nal  covenant  with  God,  to  become  a  Congregationalist  !  And  all 
other  true  believers  have  been,  or  are,  under  the  same  obligation. 
Because,  "  coming  into  a  church-state  is  an  essential  part  of  the  obli- 
gation assumed  "  by  those  who  "  give  themselves  up  to  God  ;  so  that 
the  covenant  v/\\h  Him  is  a  covenant  to  enter  into,  and  to  remain  in  a 
visible  particular  Church,  by  a  covenant  with  them,"  "  vphether  it  was 
expressly  stated  or  not !  " 

We  do  not  object  in  the  least  to  the  doctrine,  that  a  personal  cove- 
nant with  God  binds  the  believer  to  the  duty  of  obeying  all  the  known 
will  of  God.  But  Congregationalists  as  we  claim  to  be,  ex  animo,  we 
have  never  before  heard,  that  our  Congregational  church  covenant  is 
really  included  in  our  personal  covenant  to  be  the  Lord's.  We  cer- 
tainly have  been  accustomed  to  suppose,  that  believers  may  be  Episco- 
palians, or  Presbyterians,  for  example,  without  any  violation  of  "  the 
obligation  assumed  in  giving  themselves  up  to  God."  Yet  we  have 
been  in  error,  if  the  Council  are  right  in  their  fundamental  position. 
Thousands  and  hundreds  of  thousands  of  real  Christians,  as  we  must 
believe,  are  partakers  of  the  ordinances  and  "  the  seals  of  grace,"  yet 
are  not,  in  ?Lny  Congregational  sense,  members  of  "  a  particular  vis- 
ible chur<:h." 

It  is  a  very  easy  matter,  in  laying  down  premises,  to  assume  far  too 
much,  and  in  drawing  inferences,  to  prove  far  too  much.  We  have 
other  strictures  to  make  upon  the  representation  of  our  brethren  of  the 
Council,  in  respect  to  the  connection  between  our  Congregational  cov- 
enants and  the  personal  covenant  with  God.  And  we  shall  show,  as 
we  think  somewhat  conclusively,  that,  even  admitting  the  general 
statements  of  the  Council,  their  inferences  in  particular  do  not  follow 
from  their  premises,  as  surely  as  they  have  supposed. 

The  Council,  or  some  of  them,  it  seems  to  us,  have  been  at  great 
labor,  in  preparing  so  successfully  to  place  the  fathers  before  us  in  a 
false  position.  They  have  not  given  us  the  true  state  of  the  ecclesias- 
tical controversy,  which  was  so  zealously  maintained,  in  the  period 
when  our  Congregational  system  was  commenced.  Quite  too  freely 
have  they  drawn  upon  their  own  imagination  ;  although  it  must  be  con- 
fessed that  they  have  made  an  imposing  display  of  names  and  authori- 
ties. And  it  must  have  been  an  effort,  as  we  presume,  to  work  them- 
selves up  so  high  as  to  exclaim  :  "  Such  were  the  views  of  the  fathers 
on  this  most  momentous  theme."     See  Appendix. 

We  owe,  as  we  conceive,  a  duty  to  the  fathers,  in  giving  them  an 
opportunity  to  speak  for  themselves,  as  they  have  not  been  allowed  to 
speak  by  this  Council.  And  it  may  then  be  seen,  how  far  the  Council 
were  warranted  to  represent  them,  as  in  the  Result  before  us.  And 
the  reader  will  be  better  able  to  judge,  whether  we  deserve  to  be  called 
"  radical  reformers,"  or  are  obnoxious  to  the  charge  of  inventing  "  a 
new  instrument  of  destruction,  to  be  used  in  every  case  of  difficulty 
and  division  in  a  church." — pp.  12,  16. 

Our  Congregational  Churches  may  be  said  to  have  originated  in  the 
organization  of  the  Church  of  Robinson,  in  the  North  of  England,  in 
1602.  "  Several  religious  people,"  says  Gov.  Bradford,  *  *  *  * 
"  as  the  Lord's  free  people,  joined  themselves  by  covenant  into  a 
church-state,  to  walk  in  all  his  ways,  according  to  their  best  endeavors, 
whatever  it  cost  them  !  "     When  the  Pilgrims  of  Plymouth  were  about 
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embarking  for  America,  there  was  this  agreement ;  "  Those  who  go 

FIKST,  TO  BE   AN  ABSOLUTE  ChURCH  OF  THEMSELVES,  AS  WELL  AS  THOSE 

WHO  stay;  with  this  proviso,  that  as  any  go  over  or  return,  they  shall 
be  reputed  as  members,  without  farther  dismission  or  testimonial." 

The  Church  of  Plymouth,  therefore,  was  constituted  in  Holland. 
And  upon  the  simple  basis,  or  according  to  the  model  of  that  brief 
and  beautiful  covenant, — "  as  the  Lord's  people,  to  walk  in  all  his  loays, 
according  to  their  best  endeavors,  whatever  it  cost  them," — our  Con- 
gregational Churches  have  all  been  gathered  and  sustained,  under 
the  gracious  care  of  our  covenant  God.  Whenever  a  true  Orthodox 
Congregational  Church  is  now  formed,  it  must  consist  of  such  persons 
only,  as  have  made  an  open  profession  of  their  faith  in  Christ,  and  en- 
tered into  a  solemn  covenant  with  God  and  one  another,  to  walk  to- 
gether in  a  church-state,  obeying  the  precepts  and  observing  the  ordi- 
nances of  the  Gospel. 

Very  early  in  the  17th  century,  the  Brownists,  or  Independents,  gave 
occasion  to  much  ecclesiastical  strife.  And  a  fierce  controversy  it 
was,  which  raged  for  some  years  before  the  time  of  the  settlement  of 
New  England.  After  the  Massachusetts  colony  at  Salem  had  been 
established,  and  the  Churches  in  Boston,  Dorchester,  and  other  towns 
had  attracted  much  attention  in  England,  very  serious  difficulties 
arose,  in  consequence  of  the  unwillingness  of  the  pastors  and  members 
of  these  Churches,  to  receive  or  acknowledge  as  communicants  with 
full  privileges,  those  who  had  no  other  claims  than  the  ordinary  recog- 
nition of  church-standing  in  the  establishment.  The  ministers,  also, 
who  had  been  ordained  at  home,  were  ordained  here;  and  persons  who 
had  been  considered  Christians  in  every  proper  sense,  had  now  taken 
upon  themselves  the  obligations  of  a  special  covenant  of  church-mem- 
bership. 

There  was  much  trouble  and  perplexity  in  the  minds  of  brethren  in 
England,  with  whom  as  members  of  the  established  Church,  our  New 
England  fathers  had  been  united  in  Christian  sympathy  and  purposes. 
It  seemed  to  them,  as  if  the  action  of  the  brethren  here  implied,  that 
the  brethren  there  were  not  really  members  of  Christ's  visible  Church  ; 
and  that  the  requisitions  adopted  in  our  early  Churches  were  both  un- 
reasonable and  unscriptural.  Hence,  among  other  manifestations  of 
their  views  and  feelings,  some  of  them  sent  over  a  list  of  "  Thirty-two 
Questions;" — answers  to  which  were  written  in  1639,  by  the  cele- 
brated Richard  Mather,  the  same  who  wrote  the  "  Answers"*  to  the 
*'  Nine  Positions,"  which  last  were  of  small  consequence,  in  compari- 
son with  the  first. 

Take  these  as  examples  of  the    "  Thirty-two  Questions." 

1.  Whether  the  greatest  part  of  the  English  there  (by  estimate)  be  not  as 
yet  unadmitted  to  any  Congregation  [Church]  among  you,  and  the  reasons 
thereof? 

2.  What  things  do  you  hold  to  be  essentially  and  absolutely  necessary  to 
the  being  of  a  true  visible  Church  of  Christ  ? 

3.  Whether  do  you  not  hold  all  visible  believers  to  be  within  the  visible 
Church,  as  members  thereof,  and  not  without  in  the  Apostle's  sense,  1  Cor.  v., 

*  J{ot  "  written,"  a,s  the  Council  say,  "  in  all  probability  by  the  celebrated  John 
Cotton." 
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and,  therefore  ought  so  to  he  acknowledged  and  accepted  in  all  Congrega- 
tions [Chs.]  wheresoever  they  shall  come,  and  are  so  known ;  and  ought,  (if  they 
desire  and  be  not  otherwise  unfit)  of  right  to  be  permitted  to  participate  in 
all  God's  ordinances,  and  church  priviledges  there,  so  farre  as  they  person- 
ally concern  themselves,  although  they  be  not  as  yet  fixed  members  in  partic- 
ular covenant,  either  with  that  Congregation  [Church]  where  for  the  present 
they  reside  nor  with  any  other? 

4.  Whether  you  do  not  hold,  that  Baptism  rightly  (for  substance)  partaked, 
doth  make  them  that  are  so  baptized,  members  of  the  visible  Church;  and 
BO  to  have  a  right  (at  least  quoad  nos)  to  all  the  priviledges  thereof  (so  far  as 
they  are  otherwise  fit)  untill  they  be  cast  out  (if  they  so  deserve)  by  excom- 
munication ? 

8.  Whether  do  you  require  of  all  persons  of  age,  whom  you  admit  members 
of  any  Church, — 

(1.)  A  publike  vocall  declaration  of  the  manner  and  soundness  of  their 
conversion. 

(2.)  A  publike  profession  of  their  faith  concerning  the  Articles  of  Reli- 
gion. 

(3.)  An  express  verbal  covenanting  to  walk  with  ^jj^  the  said  Churchin 
particular,  in  Christian  fellowship. 

O^J^  (4.)  And  not  to  depart  from  the  said  Church  afterward,  without  the 
consent  thereof;  or  how  do  you  hold  and  practice  in  these  things.'' 

9.  Whether  do  you  hold  all,  or  the  most  of  our  parish  assemblies  in  Old 
England,  to  be  true  visible  Churches  of  Christ,  with  which  you  may  lawfully 
joyne  in  every  part  of  God's  true  worship  (if  occasion  served  thereto);  or  if 
not  all  or  the  most,  then  what  ones  are  those  which  you  so  account,  and  with 
which  you  durst  so  partake  or  joyne  ;  and  in  what  respects  ? 

12.  Whether  do  you  hold,  that  every  Believer  is  also  bound  to  joyne  him- 
self as  a  fixed  member  to  some  one  particular  Congregation,  so  if  he  does 
not,  and  so  often  and  so  long  as  he  doth  it  not,  so  often  and  so  long  he  is 
without  the  Church  in  the  Apostle's  sense,  (1  Cor.  v.)  as  a  Heathen  or  a  Pub- 
lican, out  of  the  kingdom  of  Christ  and  possibility  of  salvation,  according  to 
that  maxim  in  divinity,  Extra  ecdesiam  non  est  salus? 

17.  Do  the  major  part  of  a  Church  always  carry  a  vote? 

These  questions  at  once  present  the  leading  points,  upon  which  the 
evangelical  members  of  the  Church  of  England,  as  well  as  others, 
asked  for  light.  And  most  needless  it  would  be  to  multiply  authorities 
in  proof,  that  the  chief  or  cardinal  objection  urged  against  the  system 
of  our  fathers  was,  that,  by  requiring  assent  to  a  special  covenant  of 
church-membership,  they  excluded  all  others  from  the  rights  and  priv' 
ileges  of  believers.  This,  in  various  modes  of  statement,  was  the 
essence  of  the  whole  difficulty,  so  far  as  appears,  in  the  minds  of  such 
men  as  Rev.  W.  Rathband,  of  London,  and  numerous  godly  ministers, 
who  believed  the  "  Church  of  England  a  true  Church  of  Christ." 

Our  readers  may  like  to  know  in  what  manner  these  questions  were 
treated.     In  answer  to  the  Second  duesiion,  it  was  said  : 

When  a  visible  Church  is  to  be  erected,  planted,  or  constituted,  by  the 
appointment  of  Christ,  it  is  necessary  that  the  matter  of  it,  in  regard  of 
quality,  should  be  saints  by  calling,  visible  Christians  and  believers,  1  Cor. 
i.  2,  Eph.  i.  1.  And  in  respect  of  quantity  no  more  in  number  in  the  days 
of  the  New  Testament,  but  so  many  as  may  meet  in  one  Congregation,  1 
Cor.  xi.  20,  xiv.  23,  &c.  &c.  And  the  form,  a  gathering  together  of  these 
visible  Christians,  a  combining  and  uniting  of  them  into  one  body,  by 
the  bond  of  a  holy  covenant,  for  which  we  refer  you  to  the  Apologia 
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of  the  Churches  in  New  England  sent  the  last  year,  in  answer  to  Mr. 
Bernard,  &c. 

In  answer  to  the  Third  Question,  it  was  insisted  that  believers 
ought  to  be  united  with  some  particular  Congregation,  i.  e.  Church. 

As  to  the  Fourth  Question,  it  was  said  that,  "  by  reason  of  the  infan- 
cy of  the  Churches,"  the  occasion  had  not  come  to  determine,  whether 
baptized  children  should  be  admitted  to  full  privileges,  &c.* 

In  regard  to  the  fourth  specification  under  Question  Eighth,  refer- 
ence is  simply  made  to  "  the  answer  to  the  Sixth  Position  sent  the 
last  year." 

Upon  the  Seventeenth  Question,  the  answer  was,  that 

Church  matters  are  not  to  be  determined  merely  by  multitude  or  plurality, 
but  by  rule  from  the  word  of  Christ,  whose  will,  (and  not  the  will  of  the 
major  or  the  minor  part  of  members,)  is  the  only  rule  and  law  for  the 
Churches.  Jam.  iv.  12,  &c.  &c.  For  our  practice  among  us,  the  major  part 
of  the  Church,  yea,  usually  the  whole  Church,  doth  consent  and  agree  in  one 
mind,  and  one  judgment,  and  so  gives  a  joint  unanimous  vote  ;  and  the  rule 
requires  it  should  be  so.  Rom.  xv.  6.  And  the  example  of  the  Primitive 
Apostolic  Church,  when  things  were  carried  (not  merely  by  the  major  or  the 
minor  part,  the  rest  dissenting  but)  with  one  accord.     Acts  L  14.  &c. 

If  it  appear  that  they  who  dissent  from  the  major  part  are  factiously  or 
partially  carried,  the  rest  labor  to  convince  them  of  their  error  by  the  rule 
[the  word  of  Christ] ;  if  they  yield,  tbe  consent  of  all  comfortably  concur- 
reth  in  the  matter  ;  Q;^/^  if  they  still  continue  obstinate,  they  are  admonished, 
and  so  standing  under  censure,  their  vote  is  nullified  ! ! 

It  is  further  stated,  that,  if  the  dissenting  members  continue  in 
**  obstinate  opposition,"  means  are  employed  to  convince  them  of 
their  error,  other  Churches  may  be  consulted,  &c.  &c. 

The  reader  will  mark  the  exceeding  adroitness  of  this  answer  to 
Question  Seventeenth.  Unaniviity  must  be  secured,  even  if  an  opposing 
minority  should  be  placed  under  discipline,  and  thus  disqualijied  to 
cote!  It  is  unnecessary  to  say,  that  this  experiment  of  unanimity  in 
voting  was  soon  abandoned,  in  those  few  Churches  where  it  was  tried. 
And  as  the  writer  of  these  "  Answers"  was  the  principal  architect  in 
framing  the  "Platform  of  1648,"  it  is  easy  to  account  for  the  Veto 
power  which  is  there  given  to  the  Eldership.  It  is  singular  that  the 
fathers  should  not  have  considered  the  passage,  2  Cor.  ii.  6.  "  Suffi- 
cient to  such  a  man  is  this  punishment,  which  was  inflicted  of  many." 
"  Many  "  means  the  majority. 

The  fathers  maintained,  that  such  a  covenant  as  they  usually  adopted 
and  required,  was  according  to  the  Scriptures  and  the  will  of  God  in 
the  constitution  of  Christian  Churches.  But  we  have  seen  no  evidence 
that  they  would  say  with  the  Council,  (Result,  p.  15,)  that  ^^  the 
covenant  with  man  is  included  in  the  covenant  ivith  GodJ'  They 
insisted  upon  the  propriety  and  expediency  of  a  formal  bond  of  union, 
by  agreement  of  individuals  to  walk  together,  in  the  ways  and  ordi- 
nances of  the  gospel.  Thus  the  Rev.  Thomas  Hooker,  of  Hartford, 
in  his  "  Survey  of  the  Summe  of  Church  Discipline,"  says  : 

*  We  need  only  here  allude  to  the  Half-way  Covenant,  adopted  by  manj 
Churches,  in  1662. 
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If  j'ou  take  the  covenant  of  the  Gospel,  in  so  full  abreadth,  as  that  it 
should  include  whatever  is  warranted  by  the  Gospel,  then,  this  Church  cove- 
nant may  be  said  to  be  included  in  it.  Q]^  But  if  it  be  taken  in  the  narrow- 
tst  acceptation  (Believe  and  live)  Then  it  is  not  the  Covenant  of  the  Gospel. 
For  that  is  inward  and  invisible  in  its  own  nature,  betwixt  God  and  the  soul 
only  :  But  this  is  visible  betwixt  those  who  do  professe  the  Faith.  That 
Goncerns  all,  and  at  all  times,  to  do  the  duties  of  it,  i.  e.  to  believe  and  live. 
But  this  concerns  only  those  who  are  in  this  church-estate.  Q^^  So  that  in 
case  the  Churches  are  dissolved,  and  through  persecution  scattered,  they  are 
not  then  bound  to  the  duties  of  this  confederacy.  ^_£^ 

It  is  then  an  ordinance  of  the  Gospel,  and  warranted  hy  the  Gospel,  but  it 
is  not  in  propriety  of  speech  the  Covenant  of  the  Gospel. 

And  this  also  is  here  considerable,  that  we  may  discern  things  that  differ : 
The  making  of  the  confederation  belongs  to  the  Gospel,  but  being  made,  it 
hath  also  a  couflriiiation  from  the  Law.  As  the  appointing  of  Baptisnie  and 
Eucharist  belongs  to  the  Gospel,  are  ordinances  thereof,  but  being  instituted, 
they  stand  by  vertue  of  the  Second  Commandment,  and  must  be  observed  by 
vertue  thereof.  A  man  may  be  within  the  covenant  of  the  moral  law, 
\^^  and  yet  not  be  bound  to  the  duties  of  a  husband,  unlesse  he  make  a 
particular  covenant  with  such  a  woman  to  be  her  husband. 

And  hence  there  is  a  broad  difference  betwixt  duties  and  duties,  as  the  dif- 
ference is  large  in  the  respects  upon  which  they  do  arise.  Many  duties  flow 
from  the  generall  and  necessary  duties  of  morality,  which  reach  a  man  as  a 
creature,  with  reference  to  God  as  a  Creatour,  or  else  to  his  fellow  creatures. 
And  hence  this  relation  from  a  rule  of  nature,  it  hath  nothing  to  do  with  a 
free  covenant,  that  must  come  between  the  persons  and  their  duties.  But  in 
that  they  are  creatures  they  must  do  homage  to  their  Creatour,  and  duty  to 
their  fellow  -  creatures :  if  a  neighbour,  preserve  their  honours,  lives,  goods, 
good  names,  yea,  be  mercifuU  to  their  beasts,  because  such  a  creature. 
Q^J^  But  there  must  intervene  a  new  covenant  betwixt  parties  and  parties 
by  mutual  and  free  consent,  before  they  either  should  or  can  take  up  another 
sort  of  duties.  People  must  by  mutual  consent  grow  up  into  ingagement  one 
with  another  into  a  corporation,  before  they  should  do  the  duties  of  a  corpo- 
ration. A  servant  must  covenant  with  his  Master,  before  he  need  or  ought 
to  serve  him  as  a  Master. 

And  here  these  two  things  are  apparently  distinct.  To  Swear  to  do  the 
duties  of  a  servant,  when  he  is  ©ne,  doth  not  make  him  to  be  a  servant.  The 
like  to  this,  we  may  say  touching  the  choosing  of  Pastors,  Teachers,  Elders, 
Deacons,  these  are  the  Ordinances  of  the  Gospel,  and  there  is  a  peculiar  cov- 
enant betwixt  those  that  choose,  and  those  that  are  chosen,  which  is  not  the 
Covenant  of  the  Gospel  in  precise  consideration. 

The  substance  of  this  was  in  the  time  of  the  Law,  and  that  covenanting 
among  them  issued,  as  it  seems,  from  the  Gospel.  They  were  a  called  and 
select  people  unto  God,  Amos  iii.  You  only  have  I  known,  of  all  the  nations 
of  the  wurld,  and  therefore  received  into  visible  covenant,  to  walk  in  the 
waies  of  God,  and  the  truth  of  his  worship :  and  God  ingaged  himself,  that 
he  would  bless  those  priviledges,  and  the  use  of  them,  to  their  good,  and  the 
good  of  their  children,  reserving  secret  things  to  himself* 

The  author  then  proceeds  to  consider  the  first  argument  of  his 
opponents — against  such  a  view  of  the  Covenant  of  our  Churches, — 
viz.  "  All  loill-icorship  laying  a  bond  vpon  the  Conscience,  where  God 
laid  none,  is  damnable. — But  to  tye  men  to  enter  into  Church-estate  by 
Covenant,  so  that  without  such  an  oath  or  Covenant^  persons  should 
have  no  right  to  the  Seals  of  God's  grace,  is  will-worship,  and  binding 
where  God  hath  not  bound." 

"  In  quoting  the  above,  the  emphatic  parts  are  given,  as  marked  by  the  author. 
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The  Council  have  told  us,  that  "  In  Hooker's  Survey,  the  whole  of 
the  seventh  chapter  of  Part  I.  is  devoted  to  answering  the  arguments 
against  their  views  [i.  e.  the  views  of  the  fathers]  of  the  church  cove- 
nant, alleged  by  Rutherford  and  various  others."  (p.  15.)  We  have  made 
the  preceding  extracts  from  the  first  part  of  this  same  chapter.  The 
reader  may  judge  for  himself  what  was  the  object  of  "  Hooker"  ;  and 
whether  he  believed,  as  the  Result  would  have  led  us  to  suppose,  viz., 
"  That,  the  covenant  toith  man  is  included  in  the  covenant  ivitli  God." 

It  certainly  would  seem  to  be  very  plain,  that  other  questions  were 
in  controversy,  than  such  as  have  been  occasioned  by  the  act  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church,  May  4th,  1847,  and  by  the  consequent  pro- 
ceedings of  the  Essex  South  Conference.  The  Council  have  either 
entirely  mistaken,  or  else  they  have  perverted  the  witness  of  the 
fathers,  in  respect  to  the  relation  of  the  covenant  with  man  to  the 
covenant  with  God.  The  covenant  with  man  has  the  solemn  sanction 
of  a  pledge  "  in  the  presence  of  God"  ;  but  like  the  covenant  of  mar- 
riage has  its  implied  conditions.  It  is  not  death  alone  that  dissolves 
the  latter  ;  neither  may  it  be  possible  for  either  party  to  fulfill  its  pro- 
visions, according  to  the  letter  of  their  promise,  or  the  original  purpose 
and  expectation. 

It  is  not  from  an  expressed  or  implied  recognition  of  the  duty,  at 
the  time  of  personal  covenant  ivilh  God,  ih^i  an  individual  afterwards 
becomes  a  member  of  a  particular  Church.  Persons  become  Chris- 
tians, or  enter  into  covenant  with  God — on  land  and  on  sea — in  all 
kinds  of  social  and  religious  connections.  In  such  a  personal  cove- 
nant, as  that  found,  for  example,  in  "  Doddridge's  Rise  and  Progress 
of  Religion  in  the  Soul,"  there  is  no  mention  of  church-membership. 
So  in  real  practice  generally.  Must  not  our  brethren  have  forgotten, 
that  there  are  other  Churches  in  the  world,  and  not  all  "  particular 
Churches,"  beside  those  to  which  we  belong,  and  for  which  we 
labor?  Thousands  of  communicants  have  no  such  idea  of  a  church- 
organization,  as  that  which  we  prefer,  and  which  we  love  to  consider, 
as  not  only  agreeable  to  the  word  of  Christ,  but  most  conducive  to  the 
advancement  of  his  kingdom. 

The  fathers,  being  obliged  to  defend  the  propriety  of  adopting  such 
covenants  as  theirs,  against  objections  from  divers  sources,  governed 
themselves  accordingly.  Against  the  objection,  for  example,  that 
those  taking  such  a  covenant  might  be  already  in  the  Church,  in  the 
sense  of  the  Apostles,  and  therefore  such  a  covenant  was  unnecessary, 
—they  urged  a  very  important  distinction  between  a  covenant  with 
God  and  a  covenant  with  one  another.  But  against  the  objection, 
that  such  a  covenant  was  of  the  nature  of  "  will-worship,"  and  that 
there  was  no  authority  to  compel  any  one  to  bind  himself  by  it,  that 
he  might  "  have  a  right  to  the  Seals  of  God's  grace," — they  urged  the 
general  obligations  of  all  in  covenant  with  God,  in  respect  to  mutual 
care  and  watchfulness  ;  and  repelled  entirely  the  imputation  of  "  will- 
worship." 

In  the  "  Apologie  of  the  Churches  of  New  England,"  «SiC.,  to  which 
Mather  refers  in  the  "  Answer  to  Question  Second," — (published  in 
1643,  the  same  year  with  the  "  Answers,"  &c.) — a  church-covenant 
is  thus  described  : 
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A  soltmn  and  public  promise  before  the  Lord,  which  a  company  of  Chris- 
tians, called  by  the  purpose  and  mercy  of  God  to  fellowship  with  Christ,  and 
by  his  providence  to  live  together,  and  by  his  grace  to  cleave  together  in  the 
unitie  of  the  faith  and  brotherly  love  ;  and  desiring  to  partake  together  of  all 
the  holy  ordinances  of  God,  doe  in  confidence  of  their  gracious  acceptance 
in  Christ,  bind  themselves  to  the  Lord  and  one  to  another,  to  walk  together 
by  the  assistance  of  his  Spirit,  in  all  such  wayes  of  holy  worship  in  him,  and 
of  edification  one  towards  another,  as  the  Gospel  of  Christ  requireth  of  every 
Christian  Church,  and  the  members  thereof. 

They  bind  not  themselves  to  observe  any  devices  of  their  own,  nor  inven- 
tions of  m.en,  but  such  things  as  the  word  of  God  requireth ;  neither  is  it 
perfect  obedience  to  the  Law,  for  that  were  impossible  to  perform,  and  pre- 
sumption to  promise ;  nor  is  it  onely  in  general  the  duties  of  the  Gospel, 
\jy^  but  specially  such  duties  of  worship  to  God  and  edification  of  one 
another,  as  concerne  church-state,  which  now  they  enter  into. 

Cotton  Mather,  in  his  "Ratio  Disciplina?,"  &c.,  gives  us  the  form 
of  a  church-covenant, — from  which,  it  may  be  remarked,  that  of  the 
Tabernacle  Church  appears  to  have  been  taken. 

The  church-covenant  thus  used  in  the  Churches  of  New  England,  is  by 
intelligent  and  considerate  persons  looked  upon  as  no  other  than  the  covenant 
of  grace,  Q^/^  more  particularly  applied  unto  the  duties  and  concerns  of 
particular  Churches.  Particular  Churches  are  in  their  apprehension  an  Insti- 
tution of  our  Lord  Redeemer ;  and  there  are  particular  duties  which  the 
members  of  these  Churches  owe  unto  their  elders  and  unto  one  another. 
The  church-covenant  is  but  an  acknowledgement  of  the  obligations  to  these 
duties  lying  on  the  members  of  the  Churches,  &c.  (p.  10.) 

Why  could  not  the  Council  have  given  us  some  of  these  explicit 
statements  of  the  fathers  ?  Did  they  not  dare  to  trust  the  fathers,  in 
uttering  their  real  sentiments  ? 

Our  more  recent  "Ratio  Disciplinae,"  that  of  1829, — has  well 
exhibited  the  common  and  the  true  idea  of  our  church-covenants. 

The  subjects  of  them  ought  first,  relying  on  the  blood  of  Christ,  sincerely 
to  surrender  themselves  in  all  things  to  God,  and  then  to  the  brotherhood  ; 
and  this,  it  is  believed,  is  the  form,  which  has  generally  been  assumed  by 
the  covenants  of  particular  Congregational  Churches.  That  is;  they  are 
usually  made  up  of  two  parts  ;  the  first  being  a  mutual  promise  to  give  them- 
selves up  to  God,  and  the  second  to  each  other.  And  although  we  may  con- 
ceive of  a  Church  united  together  by  an  implied  or  unwritten  covenant  merely, 
it  is  deemed  altogether  desirable  and  preferable,  that  it  should  be  express 
and  recorded,  (pp.  59,  60.) 

Such  have  been  the  views  of  our  evangelical  pastors  and  Congrega- 
tional church-members  generally,  from  the  very  first.  Their  covenant, 
as  church-members,  relates  to  the  Great  Head  of  the  Church,  and  to 
those  with  whom  they  engage  to  walk  in  his  service  and  to  his  glory. 
And  there  is  no  pledge  whatever,  which  prohibits  them  from  acting,  in 
appropriate  circumstances,  to  modify  the  terms  of  their  covenant,  to 
make  a  new  covenant,  or  to  dissolve  the  organization  itself  to  which 
they  have  been  bound.  The  covenant,  so  far  as  pertains  to  a  particu- 
lar organization,  is  conditional ;  and  it  may  as  truly  be  said,  that  no 
one,  who  adheres  to  his  covenant,  can  ever  remove  his  relation  to 
another  Church,  as  that  a  Church  by  its  majority  can  never  disband. 
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In  1062,  the  most  of  those  who  framed  the  Platform  of  1648,  pro- 
cured a  change  of  the  covenants  of  their  Churches  to  what  was  called 
the  Half-way  Covenant.  Even  Richard  Mather  argued  strenuously 
for  this  change,  and  was  chosen  to  reply  to  the  powerful  objections  of 
Davenport ;  and  the  "  matchless  Mitchell"  of  Cambridge  was  brought 
out  for  the  overthrow  of  Increase  Mather,  who,  for  a  time,  did  not 
agree  with  his  father,  as  to  the  ''Si/nodical  Propositions."*  Are  we 
lo  be  told,  that  such  men  entertained  views  of  the  obligations  of  a  Con- 
gregational covenant,  which  are  radically  and  irreconcilably  opposed 
to  the  advice  of  the  Mutual  Council  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  in 
April,  1847  ;  or  to  the  action  of  that  Church,  in  May  following?  The 
right  to  change  a  church-covenant  certainly  implies  all  the  right,  for 
which  we  contend,  in  regard  to  a  change  or  a  dissolution  of  a  partic- 
ular Church. 

The  fathers  have  said  nothing, — so  far  as  we  have  ever  seen  or 
heard, — which,  in  the  least  degree,  contravenes  the  doctrine,  which 
we  ourselves  hold  in  regard  to  the  right  of  a  Church,  to  dissolve  its 
particular  organization.  And  that  they  did  not  hold  any  such  doctrine 
as  the  Council  have  ascribed  to  them,  is  conclusively  evinced  by  the 
action  of  several  of  the  early  Churches,  in  respect  to  thnr  own  par- 
ticular organization.  The  Church  of  Mr.  Hooker  himself,  removed, 
by  vote  of  a  majority,  from  Newton,  to  Hartford  ;  and  those  who  were 
left  behind  ivc.re  not  recognized  as  the  Church,  but  were  gathered  into 
a  new  organization,  by  Mr.  Shepard,  of  Cambridge.  So  was  it  with 
the  Church  in  Dorchester,  which  removed  to  Windsor  in  Connecticut. 
The  individuals  left  behind  loere  not  the  Church;  for  the  majority  had 
carried  the  Church  with  them,  when  they  removed.  And  the  Church 
in  Plymouth,  also,  voted,  at  one  time,  by  its  majority  only,  to  remove 
to  Eastham  ;  but  afterwards  the  enterprise  was  abandoned  If  the 
enterprise  had  been  prosecuted,  the  majority,  and  not  the  contesting 
minority,  it  was  well  understood,  would  have  been  the  Church. f 

Now,  what  fearful  consequences  have  the  Council  depicted,  in  their 
condemnation  of  the  Howard  Street  majority  and  those  who  have  sus- 
tained them,  which  were  not  also  liable  to  result  from  such  proceed- 
ings as  those,  by  the  acts  of  the  majority  in  the  Churches  of  Newton 
and  Dorchester?  When  Mr.  Shepard  and  Mr  Mather  saw  all  "  bonds 
sundered,"  "  all  ties  cut,"  and  each  member  who  was  left  "floating 
as  a  solitary  atom  on  the  surface  of  the  ocean  of  this  cold  world,"  — 
was  it  not  very  kind  to  "pick  them  up"?     (Result,  p.  22.) 

We  find  another  case,  in  1639,  of  which  Winthrop  has  spoken,  in 
his  "  Journal."  It  was  that  of  the  Church  in  Weathersfield,  Conn. 
"  Of  the  seven  which  were  the  Church,  four  fell  off,  0^  so  as  it  was 
conceived  that  thereby  the  Church  was  dissolved,   which  occasioned 

*  The  fifth  of  these  was,  that  "  church-members  who  were  admitted  in  minor- 
ity, understanding  the  Doctrine  of  Faith,  and  Publickly  Professing  their  Assent 
thereo,  not  scandalous  in  Life,  and  Solemnly  owning  the  Covenant  before  the 
Church,  wherein  they  give  up  themselves  to  the  Government  of  Christ  in  the 
Church,  their  children  are  to  be  baptized." — [See  "  Remarkablesof  Dr.  I.  Mather."] 

t  See  references,  Spirit  of  the  Pilgrims,  Vol.  i.  pp.  135,  6, — with  an  article  of 
great  value  on  the  general  subject  of  the  Rights  of  Churches.  It  was  prepared  by 
Dr.  Pond,  assisted  by  the  elder  Dr.  Beecher,  and  Hon.  Samuel  Hubbard.  In  sev- 
eral important  particulars,  the  argument  there  is  against  the  late  Council.  See  also 
Biblical  Repository,  Vol.  v.  p.  383.  , 
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the  phurch  of  Watertown  here  (which  had  divers  of  her  members 
there  not  yet  dismissed)  to  send  two  of  their  Church  to  look  after  their 
members,  and  take  order  with  them.  But  the  contention  and  aliena- 
tion of  minds  was  such,  as  they  could  not  bring  them  to  any  other  ac- 
cord than  this,  that  the  one  party  must  remove  to  some  other  place, 
which  they  both  consented  to ;  but  still  the  difficulty  remained,  Q^^"  for 
those  three  who  pretended  themselves  to  be  the  Church,  pleaded  that 
privilege  for  their  stay,  and  the  others  alleged  their  multitude,  &c.,  so 
as  neither  would  give  place,  whereby  it  seemed,  that  either  they  minded 
not  the  example  of  Abraham's  offer  to  Lot,  or  else  they  wanted  Abra- 
ham's spirit  of  peace  and  love.  This  controversy  having  called  in  Mr, 
Davenport  and  others  of  duinipiak  [New  Haven]  for  mediation,  and 
they  not  according  with  those  of  Connecticut  [the  ancient  colony] 
about  the  case,  gave  advantage  to  Satan  to  strew  some  seeds  of  con- 
tention between  those  plantations  also  ;  but  being  godly  and  wise  men 
on  both  parts,  things  were  easily  reconciled."  * 

We  learn  from  Trumbull's  History  of  Connecticut,  that  ultimately 
a  part  of  the  leading  men  of  the  town,  including  some  of  the  con- 
tending church-members,  removed  to  New  Haven.  Most  evidently, 
Gov.  Winthrop  recognized  the  four,  who  were  the  majority,  as  being 
the  Church  proper, — although  they  had  broken  away  from  the  three, 
"  who  pretended  themselves  to  be  the  Church,  pleading  that  privilege 
for  their  stay."  So  also  did  the  eminent  Rev.  William  Hubbard,  of 
Ipswich  ;  as  we  infer  from  his  inserting  the  extract  from  Winthrop's 
Journal,  in  his  "  General  History  of  New  England,"  as  if  his  own 
personal  narrative.     (Chap,  xli.) 

Such  facts  as  these  will  show,  whether,  for  good  and  sufficient  rea- 
sons, the  majority  of  a  Church  might  not  essentially  change  its  organ- 
ization, or  dissolve  itself,  in  the  days  of  the  men,  who  adopted  the 
first  covenants  ever  known  in  New  England.  And  certainly,  this 
could  have  been  done,  if  the  majorities  should  proceed  to  "admonish" 
and  suspend  the  minority,  and  thus  '^nullify  their  vote;" — according 
to  what  we  have  already  cited  from  Richard  Mather's  Answer  to  the 
17th  of  the  "  Thirty-two  Questions." 

In  an  age  when  our  modern  system  of  Congregationalism  was  in  its 
childhood,  would  Mather  and  the  rest  of  the  fathers  have  denied  the 
right  of  a  particular  Church,  to  disband,  especially  under  advice  of 
a  Synod  or  Council,  when  it  was  a  great  question  and  in  earnest  de- 
bate between  them  and  brethren  in  England,  and  "  mighty  in  the 
Scriptures,"  whether  any  such  organizations  as  particular  Churches 
like  theirs,  should  ever  be  formed  at  all  ?  Our  judgment  is,  that  a 
Howard  Street  question  would  have  been  put  to  rest,  in  a  very  brief 
hour,  in  the  town  of  Salem,  on  the  4th  of  May,  1647.  A  contesting 
minority  would  have  found  themselves  in  the  possession  of  the  magis- 
trates, much  sooner  than  they  could  have  laid  their  hands  upon  the 
church-plate,  and  have  gained  the  forcible  occupancy  of  a  house  of 
worship,  in  which  they  did  not  own  a  fifth  part  as  proprietors. 

In  the  year  1634,  there  was  a  difficulty  in  Lynn,  which  brought 
together  what  in  these  days  we  call  a  Council. 

Divers  of  the  brethren,  not  liking    the  proceedings  of  the  pastor,  and 


Winthrop's  Journal,  Mo.  5,  163&. 
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withal  questioning  whether  they  were  a  Church  or  not,  did  separate  frorfj 
church-communion.  «  *  *  *  Both  parties,  after  much  debate,  being 
heard,  it  was  determined  that  they  were  a  true  Church,  though  not  consti- 
tuted in  due  order,  yet  after  consent  and  practice  of  church-estate  had 
supplied  that  defect,  and  so  all  were  reconciled  at  that  time."    *    *    * 

In  tlie  latter  part  of  the  year  1635,  Mr.  Bachelor,  the  pastor  of  the 
Church 

Q;^  Was  complained  of  to  the  magistrates,  and  convened  before  them  on 
this  occasion.  He  came  out  of  England  with  a  small  body  of  six  or  seven 
persons,  who  settled  with  him  at  Lynn,  where  he  received  many  of  the 
inhabitants  of  the  place  into  his  Church,  or  at  least,  (JJ^  they  had  with  the 
rest  received  him  as  their  pastor  ;  but  contentions  growing  between  him  and 
the  greatest  part  of  his  Church,  he  desired  dismission  for  himself  and  his 
first  members,  which  being  granted  upon  supposition  that  he  would  leave  the 
town,  as  he  had  given  out  he  would,  he,  with  the  six  or  seven  persons, 
(J5^  renewed  their  old  covenant,  intending  to  raise  another  Church  in  the 
place ;  whereat  the  most  and  chief  of  the  town  being  offended,  (for  that 
it  would  cross  their  intentions  of  calling  another  minister)  complained  to  the 
magistrates,  who,  foreseeing  the  distraction  which  was  likely  to  come  by 
this  course,  had  forbid  him  to  proceed  in  any  such  church-way,  until  the  cause 
were  considered  by  the  other  ministers.  But  he  refused  to  desist,  whereupon 
they  sent  for  him,  and  upon  his  delay,  day  after  day,  the  marshall  was  sent  to 
fetch  him.  Upon  his  appearance  and  submission,  and  promise  to  remove  out 
of  the  town  within  three  months,  he  was  discharged. 

The  next  year,  there  was  a  movement  in  Lynn,  upon  which  Hub- 
bard makes  an  instructive  remark. 

They  of  Lynn  gathered  another  Church.  There  was  some  difficulty  in 
settling  them  in  church-order  anew,  in  regard  they  had  many  of  them 
formerly  belonged  to  another  Church  in  Mr.  Bachelor's  time.  According  to 
the  usual  observation,  that  many  times  it  is  QJ^  more  easy  to  raise  a  new 
building  than  repair  an  old  one,  especially  when  the  persons  concerned 
either  want  experience  or  skill  in  the  kind  of  architecture,  as  was  said  to  be 
the  case  there.* 

Had  not  Mr.  Bachelor's  Church  been  dissolved; — or  was  it  not  so 
considered  1 

And  here  we  are  reminded,  that  the  Cambridge  Platform,  beside 
allusion  to  the  liability  of  Churches  to  be  dissolved,  very  clearly  implies, 
that  the  magistrates  might  have  occasion,  in  some  circumstances,  to 
use  their  peculiar  authority  in  dissolving  a  Church.  "If  any  Church, 
one  or  more,  shall  grow  schismatical,  rending  itself  from  the  commu- 
nion of  other  Churches,  or  shall  walk  incorrigibly  and  obstinately  in 
any  corrupt  way  of  their  own,  contrary  to  the  rule  of  the  Word ;  in 
such  case  the  magistrate  [Josh,  xxii.]  is  to  put  forth  his  coercive  power 
as  the  matter  shall  require." — Chap.  xvii.  9. 

The  Platform,  it  should  be  borne  in  mind,  is  "a  Platform  of  Disci- 
pline." Its  rules  apply  to  Churches  while  in  actual  existence,  and 
are  designed  to  promote  their  order,  peace,  and  useful  preservation. 
Like  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  does  not  anticipate 
a  dissolution  of  the  Union,  the  Platform  does  not  prescribe  the 
mode  of  dissolving  the  organization  of  any  particular  Church,   which 

*  Hubbard's  History,  &c.  Ch.  xxviii. 


has  been  formed  upon  the  basis  of  a  Congregational  covenant.  Yet 
as  the  people  of  the  United  States  have  the  original  right  to  change 
their  form  of  government,  so  have  members  of  our  Churches  the  right 
to  change  or  to  dissolve  their  own  organization,  whenever  they  see  fit 
to  act  by  their  regular  majorities.  We  find  nothing  in  the  ecclesiasti- 
cal history  of  the  earliest  times  of  New  England,  which  militates,  in 
the  smallest  measure,  against  this  doctrine. 


From  these  general  statements  and  considerations,  we  now  pass  to 
a  more  particular  examination  of  the  argument  of  the  Council,  against 
the  action  of  the  Howard  Street  majority, — May  4th,  1847. 

Among  other  quotations  in  the  Result,  is  the  following  from  the 
Platform. 

This  form  is  the  visible  covenant  or  agreement  or  consent  whereby  they 
give  up  themselves  unto  the  Lord,  to  the  observing  of  the  ordinances  of 
Christ  together  in  the  same  Society,  which  is  usually  called  the  Church  Cov- 
enant. For  we  see  not  othervfise  how  members  can  have  church-power  over 
one  another  mutually. 

In  examining  the  Congregational  usages  and  principles  with  respect 
to  the  transfer  of  covenant  relations  from  one  particular  Church  to 
another,  the  Council  state  that  there  are  only  three  ways  by  which  a 
person's  connection  with  a  particular  Church  can  be  dissolved.  1.  By 
dismission  on  the  condition  that  the  relation  with  the  Church  which 
they  propose  to  leave,  shall  not  cease  until  they  shall  have  been  re- 
ceived by  the  one  to  which  they  are  recommended.  2.  By  death. 
3.   By  excommunication. 

There  is  another  way  which  those  who  make  pretensions  to  a  supe- 
rior acquaintance  with  our  church-system  should  not  have  omitted — 
the  withdrawal  of  a  member  from  a  Church  which  has  become  corrupt 
and  scandalous. 

The  above  three  modes  of  ceasing  to  be  members  of  a  particular 
Church,  are  supposed  to  be  the  only  ones  recognized  and  allowed  by 
Congregational  principles.  Every  other  way  is  precluded  as  a  violation 
of  the  covenant,  and  the  established  rules  of  our  ecclesiastical  polity. 
*'  These  then  are  the  only  modes  of  leaving  the  Church ;  and  till  it  is 
thus  left,  all  who  are  in  it  are  bound  not  only  to  God  to  remain  in  cove- 
nant with  each  other,  but  also  to  each  other  by  the  mutual  vows  which 
they  have  assumed." 

The  Council  rest  their  position  on  two  grounds.  First,  that  it  of 
necessity  flows  from  the  preceding  views  of  the  covenant.  Secondly, 
it  is  in  universal  accordance  with  the  fundamental  principles  and  ac- 
credited usages  of  our  system. 

In  respect  to  the  first  point,  we  inquire  how  it  appears  that  the  cov- 
enant admits  of  no  other  mode  of  leaving  the  Church,  The  formers 
of  Congregationalism  have  established  what  rules  in  reference  to  this 
subject  they  deemed  just  and  scriptural.  But  that  the  covenant  by 
which  Churches  are  united,  independently  of  the  regulations  adopted, 
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restrict  separation  from  these  organizations  to  these  particular  forms  is 
not  so  obvious,  as  not  to  require  more  than  the  declaration  of  the 
Council  to  support  it,  and  they  have  given  us  nothing  beside.  It  is 
worthy  of  remark,  how  strongly  they  assert,  that  three  modes  only  of 
leaving  the  Church  are  admissible  from  the  nature  of  the  covenant; 
when  that  very  Platform  upon  which  they  place  so  much  reliance,  ex- 
pressly provides  a  fourth,  and,  for  aught  that  appears,  the  Synod  of  164S 
might  have  decreed  still  another,  without  any  inconsistency  with  the 
obligations  of  the  compact.  (See  Appendix.)  Now,  to  what  does  this 
obligation  bind  the  members  of  the  Church?  "  To  the  giving  them- 
selves up  unto  the  Lord,  to  the  observing  of  the  ordinances  of  Christ 
together  in  the  same  Society."  After  quoting  this  and  something 
additional  from  the  Platform,  the  Council  say, — "  Here  we  see  that 
coming  into  a  church-state  is  an  essential  part  of  the  obligation  as- 
sumed in  giving  themselves  up  to  God,  so  that  the  covenant  with  Him 
is  a  covenant  to  enter  into  and  remain  in  a  visible  Church,  by  a  cove- 
nant with  them." 

The  covenant  is  certainly  not  an  obligation  to  remain,  uncondition- 
ally and  perpetually  connected  with  a  particular  Church,  into  which 
a  person  may  be  admitted.  The  obligation  which  a  person  assumes  to 
the  Church  of  which  he  becomes  a  member,  is,  to  remain  with  it,  until 
the  connection  shall  be  dissolved  in  some  of  the  modes  of  separation 
provided.  This  does  not  bind  him  with  reference  to  any  other  Church 
whatsoever.  We  do  not  understand  the  Council  to  maintain  any  such 
idea.  But  if  we  do  not  misapprehend  them,  their  view  is,  that,  as 
when  a  person  enters  into  a  church-state,  he  covenants  to  do  all  the 
known  will  of  God  ;  and,  as  it  is  one  part  of  the  will  of  God,  that  all 
those  who  have  truly  received  the  Gospel  should  be  united  in  church- 
fellowship,  therefore  the  covenant  binds  to  uninterrupted  membership 
in  some  organization  or  other.  Now  we  maintain,  that  when  a  person 
obligates  himself  to  be  connected  with  some  Christian  Church  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  a  part  of  the  will  of  God,  the  obligation  must  be 
interpreted  with  reasonable  latitude. 

The  private  consecration  which  every  true  believer  makes  of  himself 
to  God,  binds  him  to  perform  all  the  known  will  of  God,  just  as  really 
as  the  public  dedication.  The  covenant  which  he  makes  in  secret  is 
just  as  imperative  and  incapable  of  suspension,  as  that  which  he  makes 
when  he  enters  the  Church.  But  must  he  form  the  relation  immedi- 
ately on  completing  this  private  transaction  ?  This,  of  course,  the 
Council  would  say  in  many  cases  is  impracticable,  and  therefore  not 
obligatory.  But  sometimes  it  would  be  practicable  within  a  short  pe- 
riod, when  it  would  be  attended  with  much  personal  sacrifice,  or  so 
interfere  with  other  duties  as  plainly  not  to  be  a  duty  for  a  consid- 
erable time.  Then  it  would  appear  that  the  obligation  to  enter  into 
church-fellowship,  as  deduced  from  the  covenant  made  with  God  in  a 
private  manner,  admits  of  temporary  suspension  in  some  cases.  Sup- 
pose a  person  afflicted  with  ill  health  is  advised,  by  medical  authority, 
to  try  the  benefit  of  a  voyage  to  sea.  He  embarks  on  board  a  vessel 
bound  to  a  distant  land.  He  proceeds  but  a  little  way  on  the  voyage, 
becomes  penitent,  makes  a  formal  consecration  of  himself  to  God,  and 
binds  himself  to  perform  all  his  known  will,  one  part  of  which  is  that 
lie  should  become  a  member  of  a  Christian  Church.  A  vessel  is  met 
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with,  in  which  he  has  an  opportunity  to  return,  and  place  himself  in  a 
situation  to  perform  the  duty,  much  sooner  than  he  could  by  continuing 
his  voyage.  Suppose  it  doubtful  whether  he  lives  to  be  restored  to  his 
native  land,  especially  if  he  continues  the  voyage,  and  that  if  he  does 
not  embrace  such  opportunity,  he  may  never  be  in  a  situation  to  unite 
with  the  Church.  What  must  he  do?  He  greatly  needs  the  watch 
and  care  of  Christian  brethren.  He  has  solemnly  covenanted  with 
God  to  place  himself  in  church-relation,  and  his  only  apparent  chance 
for  life  depends  on  prosecuting  the  voyage.  If  he  has  such  rigorous 
notions  of  the  nature  of  his  covenant  as  the  Council  seem  to  have,  he 
must  return  as  speedily  as  possible,  and  offer  himself  for  admission  to 
some  Church,  and  expose  himself  to  all  the  hazardous  consequences. 
The  execution  of  his  vows  does  not  admit  of  any  delay  that  can  possi- 
bly be  avoided.  But  if  he  remembers  and  properly  applies  the  in- 
spired declaration — "  I  will  have  mercy  and  not  sacrifice," — he  will  pur- 
sue his  original  purpose.  The  occurrence  to  his  mind  of  the  averments 
of  one  of  the  sacred  authors,  that  a  righteous  man  sweareth  to  his 
own  hurt  and  changeth  not,  will  not  deter  him ;  because,  if  he  is  a  rea- 
sonable man,  he  knows  that  it  must  be  subject  to  many  limitations. 
No  one  supposes  that  if  a  man  swears  ever  so  solemnly  to  commit  sui- 
cide, the  oath  would  be  binding,  because  it  is  swearing  to  inflict  an 
injury  on  himself  which  he  has  no  right  to  commit. 

Suppose  a  person  to  be  residing  in  a  city  with  which  he  has,  as  yet, 
formed  but  slight  acquaintance.  He  embraces  a  religious  life.  He 
devotes  himself  to  God,  as  many  have  done,  in  a  written  formal  cov- 
enant, transcribed  from  some  church-covenant  with  which  he  is  ac- 
quainted. He  sees  it  clearly  to  be  his  duty  to  make  a  public  pro- 
fession in  the  Congregational  way.  He  obligates  himself  specifically 
to  do  so,  but  wishes,  as  he  ought  to  do,  to  unite  himself  with  that 
Church  in  which  his  spiritual  interests  will  be  best  promoted.  Op- 
portunities are  presented  to  him  to  connect  himself  with  some  organ- 
ization;  but  he  is  not  yet  able  to  decide  where  his  duty  requires  him 
to  attach  himself,  and  the  opportunity  passes  away  unimproved.  Is 
there  any  wrong,  any  violation  of  his  covenant,  in  delaying  until  he 
has  ascertained  what  arrangement  will  best  secure  his  spiritual  edifi- 
cation 1  He  may  be  too  fastidious,  and  the  delay  may  be  unreasona- 
bly protracted.  But  some  delay  is,  we  think,  most  plainly  admissible. 
And  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  all  persons,  except  those  whom  some 
transcendental  theory  drives  to  an  extreme  position,  will  unite  with  us 
in  opinion.  Now  if  a  person,  who  has  made  a  secret  covenant  with 
God  to  unite  in  church-fellowship  with  his  people,  may  suspend  the 
fulfillment  of  his  promise  for  reasons  connected  with  his  personal  ad- 
vantage, he  may  suspend  the  execution  of  his  stipulations  when  made 
audibly  and  publicly.  The  form  in  which  his  covenant  is  made  does 
not  affect  the  nature,  though  it  may  the  extent  of  the  obligations. 

But  we  may  go  a  step  further.  Let  us  imagine  an  individual  about 
to  be  united  with  a  Christian  Church,  and  having  proceeded  as  far  in 
the  provisions  of  the  covenant,  as  to  "  choose  the  Lord  to  be  his  God, 
to  walk  in  his  ways,  keep  his  commandments  and  to  hearken  unto 
his  voice," — should  be  suddenly  taken  ill,  or  hear  some  tidings  respect- 
ing a  change  in  the  state  of  his  family  that  called  for  his  presence 
and  assistance.     Must  he  at  all  events  proceed,  neglecting  to  care  for 
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himself  or  send  aid  to  his  family  in  circumstances  of  great  exposure 
and  peril  ;  because,  as  he  has  covenanted  to  obey  all  God's  commands 
in  a  public  mariner,  and  it  is  now  practicable  for  him  to  enter  immedi- 
ately into  church-fellowship,  he  cannot  be  released  from  proceeding 
to  form  the  connection,  at  the  risk  of  some  very  serious  consequences? 
And  yet,  with  the  high  and  mystical  notions  which  the  Council  enter- 
tain of  this  covenant,  we  do  not  see  how  it  is  consistent,  for  a  person 
in  such  circumstances,  to  suffer  any  interruption  in  the  transaction. 

Let  us  make  another  supposition.  A  small  Church  is,  in  the  course 
of  a  k\v  days,  swept  away  by  an  epidemic,  with  the  exception  of  one 
individiial.  His  covenant  with  his  brethren  is  dissolved  by  the  act  of 
divine  Providence.  It  is  doubtless  his  duty  to  seek  a  metnbership  in 
some  surviving  Church  as  soon  as  he  can  consistently.  But  if  his  own 
health  is  suffering,  if  his  family  require  his  constant  attention  for  their 
relief  and  comfort,  if  his  secular  affairs  are  much  embarrassed  and 
pressing,  it  is  left  to  his  reasonable  and  Christian  discretion,  to  deter- 
mine the  time,  when  he  shall  take  measures  to  place  himself  in  new 
church-relations.  Though  he  is  not  accountable  for  the  cessation  of 
his  covenant  connections,  he  is  responsible  for  the  continuance  of  this 
cessation,  beyond  the  time  within  which  it  is  possible  for  him  to  rein- 
state himself  in  ecclesiastical  fellowship.  But  nevertheless,  prudential 
reasons — reasons  connected  with  the  convenience  and  comfort  of  him- 
self and  those  dependent  on  him — may  be  sufficient  to  render  him  excu- 
sable for  remaining  in  an  uncovenanted  state  for  a  period  of  consider- 
able length.  Any  other  considerations  of  equal  validity  would  of 
course  be  just  as  suitable  grounds  of  justification. 

The  notion  that  when  a  person  has  made  a  covenant  with  God  to 
conform  to  his  will  and  ordinances,  therefore  the  connection  with  some 
visible  Church  admits  of  no  delay  or  discontinuance,  which  it  is  possi- 
ble to  avoid,  seems  to  us  so  extravagant,  superstitious  and  ridiculous, 
that  it  is  a  matter  of  wonder  how  a  man  of  common  sense  should  en- 
tertain it  for  a  moment. 

The  next  point  to  be  examined  is — do  the  fundamental  principles 
and  accredited  usages  of  our  system,  confine  disconnection  with  a  par- 
ticular Church,  exclusively  to  the  above  methods'? 

Great  reliance  is  placed  by  the  Council  on  the  following  provision  of 
the  Platform.  "  Order  requires  that  a  member  removing  have  letters 
testimonial  and  of  dismission  whereof  he  yet  is,  unto  the  Church 
whereunto  he  desireth  to  be  joined.  Until  the  person  dismissed  be 
received  into  another,  he  ceases  not  by  his  letters  of  dismission  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Church  whereof  he  was.  The  Church  cannot  make  a 
member  no  member  but  by  excommunication." 

Now  although  the  Platform  possesses  no  authority  by  itself,  and 
nothing  that  it  contains  is  necessarily  a  part  of  our  ecclesiastical  sys- 
tem because  found  there,  yet  we  admit  that  it  is  general,  and  perhaps 
universal  usage,  to  dismiss  members  wishing  to  leave  a  particular 
Church,  on  the  condition  above  specified.  It  is  a  wise  and  wholesome 
practice  for  general  purposes.  But  there  are  cases  for  which  the 
principle  involved  was  not  intended,  and  is  certainly  not  adapted  to 
meet;  and  it  comes  in  conflict  with  other  universally  acknowledged 
principles  of  the  Platform,  and  of  our  present  ecclesiastical  system. 
It  is  provided  in  the  Platform,  and  required  now  by  Congregationalisna, 
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that  church  members,  who  wish  to  remove  to  a  distance,  should  have 
letters  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to  other  Churches  with 
which  they  may  wish  to  unite. 

Now  suppose  a  Church  of  ten  members,  all  of  which  except  one, 
wish  to  go  where  Mr.  Goss  has  gone,  to  California.  It  is  their  right 
and  privilege  to  have  letters  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to 
other  Churches  in  good  standing,  which  they  may  find  in  that  region. 
The  nine  take  letters — they  remove — become  members  of  the  Cali- 
fornia Churches  against  the  wishes  and  earnest  remonstrance  of  the 
individual,  who  refuses  to  take  a  letter  of  dismission,  and  chooses  to 
remain  as  far  as  the  circumstances  allow,  in  his  original  position.  Is 
not  the  covenant  which  that  individual  made  with  the  Church  upon 
his  admission  dissolved  without  his  consent;  and  that  not  by  death  or 
excommunication?  With  whom  is  he  in  covenant  ?  Who  is  bound 
to  watch  over  him?  If  he  commit  an  offence,  who  shall  deal  with  him 
and  take  measures  to  reclaim  him  ?  Perhaps  it  will  be  said — it  is  said 
by  some — that  such  person  constitutes  the  Church.  He  is  an  assembly 
by  himself.  He  is  a  noun  of  multitude.  He  is  a  plural  substantive  in 
the  singular  form,  and  nominative  case  independent.  Well,  suppose 
he  is  a  Church  ;  what  then  ?  What  sort  of  a  Church  is  he?  He  is  a 
Church  without  covenant — without  fellowship — without  discipline — 
without  membership — without  any  thing  which  enters  into  the  proper 
notion  of  a  Church.  He  is  a  Church,  deprived  of  all  the  beneficial 
uses  of  a  Church,  without  answering  any  of  the  ends  for  which  church- 
organizations  are  instituted.  He  is  like  a  complete  watch,  without 
mainspring  and  wheels,  and  that  keeps  no  time.  He  is  a  pair  of  shears 
with  one  blade,  and  that  blade  without  edge  or  point. 

Now  if  the  Council  choose  to  consider  such  a  person  a  Church,  they 
can  do  it.  It  would  not  surprise  us.  And  we  do  not  know  that  we 
should  be  very  much  surprised,  if  they  should  please  to  consider  a  solid 
block  of  wood  a  complete  watch,  because  it  was  circular,  and  had  a 
watch-chain  attached  to  it,  and  the  representation  of  the  dial-plate  of 
a  watch  on  one  of  its  faces. 

Perhaps  it  may  be  said,  that  an  individual  left  in  such  a  situation 
may  be  considered  as  a  Church,  and  in  some  sense  under  the  watch 
and  care  of  other  Churches,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Plat- 
form for  the  discipline  of  erring  Churches  by  others,  who  have  main- 
tained their  steadfastness.  But  the  same  Platform  informs  us,  that  the 
matter  of  a  visible  Church  are  Saints  by  calling,  and  this  accords  with 
the  views  of  all  standard  writers  on  Congregationalism.  And  what  is 
still  stronger — "  One  terson  is  incapable  of  being  a  Church." 
If  the  individual  is  not  a  Church  by  the  Platform,  then  the  articles  of 
the  Platform  relating  to  the  discipline  of  Churches  do  not  apply  to 
him. 

Now  here  is  a  member  of  a  Church  made  no  member  withont  excom- 
munication. His  covenant  with  the  Church  is  dissolved.  Without 
any  censure  and  without  his  consent,  he  is  cut  off  from  all  ecclesiasti- 
cal connections.  He  is  left  with  no  one  under  any  ecclesiastical  obli- 
gation to  care  for  him  and  watch  over  him  ;  and,  according  to  the 
Council,  is  as  really  turned  into  the  world  for  a  time,  as  though  he  loere 
excommunicated.  In  the  language  of  the  Result,  with  slight  variations 
— he  is  no  longer  in  covenant,  is  a  member  of  no  local  Church,  and, 
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of  course,  is  under  the  covenanted  watch  and  care  of  no  human  being 
on  earth.  And  he  is  put  into  this  condition,  to  use  the  language  of 
the  Result  again,  "  in  a  mode  authorized  by  our  system  and  perfectly 
consistent  with  the  vows  of  the  covenant."  Verily  the  new  doctrines 
of  the  Tabernacle  Church  and  others  are  old  doctrines  after  all ! 

Perhaps  some  would  contend,  that  when  the  majority  of  the  Church 
perceived  their  measures  tending  to  this  result,  they  should  have  stop- 
ped short  of  the  catastrophe ;  and  should  have  left  enough  in  the 
Church  to  maintain  its  organization  and  beneficial  uses.  But  who  of 
the  number  that  were  about  to  remove  to  such  a  distance  should  be  se- 
lected to  hold  the  Church  together?  Under  what  obligations  do  the 
principles  of  Congregationalism  lay  them  to  make  the  sacrifice?  What 
moral  or  Christian  obligation  would  bind  them  in  such  a  case.  Should 
they  be  detained  at  home,  or  forego  the  privilege  of  a  connection  with 
the  Churches  where  they  reside,  just  for  the  sake  of  retaining  a  nomi- 
nal relation  to  a  distant  Church,  to  which  they  could  discharge  no  du- 
ties, and  from  which  they  could  receive  no  advantage,  and  that  to 
comply  with  the  caprice  or  stubbornness  of  an  unreasonable  man  ? 
Some  may  say,  that  in  case  of  obstinate  unwillingness  to  take  a  letter 
in  such  circumstances,  the  individual  refusing  might  be  disciplined  and 
excommunicated.  But  suppose  the  person  to  resemble  some  other 
members  of  our  Churches — full  of  zeal  and  making  great  pretensions, 
and  doing  many  things,  with  nothing  tangibly  erroneous,  or  so  much 
so  as  to  furnish  a  ground  of  discipline,  only  possessing  a  holy  self- 
willedness,  which  in  the  eyes  even  of  some  who  claim  to  be  men  of  dis- 
cernment, as  well  as  others,  passes  for  unusual  strength  of  Christian 
principle.  It  would  not  be  consistent  with  the  principles  of  Congre- 
gationalism to  exclude  a  person  from  the  Church,  for  some  unreasona- 
ble pertinacity  of  temper.  It  would  be  too  severe.  Besides,  if  such 
a  measure  could  be  resorted  to,  how  easy  it  would  be  for  the  majority 
to  disband  Churches?  It  is  only  for  the  opposing  minority  to  be  ex- 
cluded, and  then  every  obstruction  is  removed  out  of  the  way.  It 
would  be  as  easy,  nearly,  to  dissolve  Churches  in  this  way,  as  by  a 
direct  disbanding  vote. 

If  it  should  be  further  contended,  that  the  person  left  in  the  condi- 
tion supposed  by  withdrawment  of  members,  could,  by  assistance  of 
Council  or  otherwise,  receive  accessions  of  those  who  would  take  the 
Church  by  the  hand  and  give  it  action  and  efficiency  ; — we  reply  by 
supposing  the  situation  of  things  to  be  such,  that  there  is  no  reasona- 
ble prospect  of  this  enlargement ;  that  there  are  other  Churches 
enough  to  meet  the  wants  of  the  community  ;  that  there  is  not  the 
least  need  whatever  of  an  additional  organization  ;  and  that  the  prob- 
ability amounts  almost  to  a  certainty,  that  the  non-complying  individ- 
ual will  be  left  without  any  church-relations  or  privileges  at  all,  unless 
he  should  resolve  to  abandon  his  awkward  condition  and  connect  him- 
self with  some  Christian  society. 

And  if  the  state  of  things  were  quite  otherwise,  it  does  not  change 
the  uncovenanted,  unchurched  position  of  the  individual,  until  the 
accession  be  made.  It  would  still  remain  true,  that  a  Church  could 
make  a  member  no  member  without  excommunication  ;  and  that  a 
majority  could  disband  a  Church,  in  opposition  to  the  wishes  of  a 
minority.     If  two  were  left  by  the  departure  of  the  majority,  their 
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state  would  be  but  a  little  improved  on  that  of  a  single  individual. 
How  could  discipline  be  maintained?  How  could  the  directions  of 
the  xviiith  of  Matthew  be  pursued  ?  One  offends  against  the  other. 
The  person  who  receives  the  injury,  converses  with  the  offender  pri- 
vately ;  but  obtaining  no  satisfaction,  proceeds  to  take  the  second 
step.  He  applies  to  two  or  three  brethren  to  make  a  second  visit  to 
the  aggressor.  But  to  whom  is  he  to  resort  ?  You  say,  perhaps,  that 
in  such  an  exigency,  for  which  ecclesiastical  law  does  not  provide,  he 
seeks  the  assistance  of  brethren  from  a  neighbor  Church  ;  but  the 
second  visit  is  attended  with  no  better  result  than  the  first.  He  then 
takes  the  third  step,  and  tells  his  grievance  to  the  Church.  But  what 
and  where  is  the  Church  in  such  a  case  ?  Neither  the  offender  nor 
the  injured  person  is  such  ; — it  exists  no  where  ; — it  is  a  non-entity. 
This  mode  of  discipline  is  at  an  end.  Suppose  one  to  excommunicate 
the  other  in  a  summary  way,  for  an  alleged  public  and  scandalous 
offence;  and  then  suppose  that  the  excluded  person  hurls  defiance  to 
excommunication,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  put  out  by  a  major- 
ity, as  the  covenant  of  the  Church  required.  While  the  parties  are  in 
this  repellent  attitude,  we  may  imagine  that  one  of  the  individuals,  not 
obtaining  the  consent  of  the  other,  for  a  Mutual  Council,  calls  an  Ex 
parte  one  ; — that,  for  instance,  whose  Result  we  are  reviewing.  They 
hear  the  case.  They  find  that  the  covenant  provides  expressly,  that 
all  questions  in  dispute  shall  be  settled  by  vote  of  the  majority.  But 
they  have  such  high  notions  of  the  infrangibility  of  the  covenant,  that 
they  are  a  little  perplexed.  We  suggest  to  them  the  expedient  of  put- 
ting the  disputants  into  scales,  and  letting  the  heaviest  person  be  con- 
sidered the  majority.  It  could  not  be  denied  in  such  a  case,  that  the 
decision  of  the  Church  carried  weight  with  it,  although  it  might  lack 
the  suffrages  of  numbers.  But  this  would  not  remove  the  whole  of 
the  difficulty,  as  the  Council  view  the  matter  ;  for  whichever  of  the 
individuals  should  have  his  opinions  ratified  by  the  Council,  and  be 
considered  as  the  Church,  would  by  the  very  act  be  cvt  off  from  all 
church-connections  and  privileges,  and  cast  out  into  the  world.  By 
the  act  of  recognizing  him,  the  Church  would  unchurch  him,  and 
leave  him  without  a  single  human  being  covenanted  to  watch  over 
him. 

If  now  we  imagine  one  of  this  dual  Church  to  withdraw  from,  the 
other,  in  the  mode  pointed  out  in  the  Platform  for  the  sound  part  of 
such  a  body  to  secede  from  it,  when  it  has  become  degenerate  and 
corrupt,  this  would  not  satisfy  the  Council  ;  for  they  are  very  explicit 
in  saying,  that  there  are,  and  can  be,  only  three  modes  of  dissolving 
the  connection  of  a  member  with  a  Church,  among  which  this  mode 
of  doing  it  is  not  mentioned  ;  and  they  seem,  for  some  reasons  not 
avowed,  to  differ  with  the  Platform  on  this  point,  although,  in  regard 
to  other  points,  they  are  fond  enough  of  referring  to  its  authority. 
But  if  there  were  no  such  discrepancy,  and  this  mode  of  leaving  a 
Church  were  considered  unexceptionable,  what  would  the  Council  say 
of  a  person's  withdrawing  from  that  which  has  no  existence  ? 

We  are  now  prepared  to  attend  to  several  reasons  more  particularly 
considered  by  the  Council,  which,  in  their  opinion,  go  to  prove  the 
want  of  power  in  a  Church  to  disband  itself. 

1.  It  is  •*  in  direct  violation  of  the  most  obvious  and  best  estab- 
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this  head,  after  speaking  of  the  duty  of  true  believers  to  enter  into  a 
church-estate,  and  of  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  done  by  mutual 
covenant,  they  say, — "  When  an  individual  has  come  into  such  a  cov- 
enant with  a  local  Church,  he  cannot  be  thrown  out  of  it  by  the 
Church,  except  for  crime,  but  must  remain  in  covenant  with  that  local 
Church  till  received  by  another." 

But  we  have  seen,  that  this  can  be  done  in  perfect  consistency 
"  with  the  obvious  and  best  established  usages  of  the  Congregational 
system,"  which  they  say  such  a  measure  would  violate.  An  individ- 
ual can  be  throvvn  out,  without  any  imputation  of  crime  and  without 
any  wrong-doing  on  the  part  of  the  Church,  thus  leaving  him  with  the 
world. 

They  ask,  "  What  can  be  a  more  direct  and  absolute  violation  of 
these  principles,  in  every  respect,  than  by  a  single  vote  of  the  majority 
to  dissolve  this  covenant  and  to  throw  evtrij  member  of  a  whole  Church 
into  the  world,  with  none  who  has  a  covenant  right  to  watch  over, 
admonish,  exhort,  or  reprove  them?"  We  reply,  just  as  much  as 
they  have  to  "throw"  one  member  out  "  into  the  world,  with  none 
who  has  a  covenant  right  to  watch  over  and  reprove  him."  The 
principle  is  the  same  in  both  cases  :  if  it  is  not  violated  by  such  treat- 
ment of  one  individual,  it  is  no  more  violated,  in  case  the  individual 
were  multiplied  into  hundreds. 

The  Council  dwell  on  the  fact,  that  the  individuals  in  such  a  case 
have  no  covenant  right  to  enter  another  Church  ;  no  title  to  church- 
privileges;  that  they  have  none  to  call  them  to  account,  if  they  do  not 
seek  to  join  other  Churches,  or  if  they  fall  into  error  and  sin.  Be  it 
so.  It  is. precisely  the  condition  of  the  individual  from  whom  we  have 
supposed  all  the  rest  of  the  Church  to  have  withdrawn  and  left  solitary 
and  alone, — yet  without  any  infringement  of  the  principles  of  our  sys- 
tem. He  has  no  covenant  right  to  unite  with  another  Church  ;  he  has 
lost  his  title  to  all  church-privileges;  and  there  is  none  to  admonish 
him  if  he  neglects  to  seek  admission  to  other  Churches,  or  falls  into 
transgression.  He  has  "  entirely  lost  what  the  Platform  specifies  as 
one  of  the  most  important  ends  of  church-fellowship," — the  keeping 
him  in  the  way  of  God's  commandments,  and  recovering  him  in  case 
of  wandering. 

The  stress  of  the  argument  under  this  head  seems  to  rest  on  the 
extravagant  notions,  which  the  Council  have  of  the  rigidity  of  the 
covenant.  The  covenant  made  with  God  to  perform  his  will,  in  their 
view,  as  we  have  seen,  binds  the  person  making  it  to  a  perpetual  mem- 
bership of  some  Church,  without  any  intermission  but  that  to  which 
absolute  physical  necessity  compels  him  ;  for,  if  they  allow  of  any 
more  latitude  than  this,  then  they  yield  the  whole  point.  If  they  once 
admit,  that  there  may  be  other  reasons,  such  as  we  have  specified 
above,  for  a  temporary  suspension  of  the  obligation  or  the  execution  of 
the  covenant  stipulations,  they  admit  a  principle,  which  may  be  carried 
to  an  extent  entirely  subversive  of  the  hypothesis.  They  must  be 
compelled  to  allow,  that  a  majority  may  dissolve  this  covenant,  in  the 
case  of  withdrawal  from  an  individual  who  refuses  to  take  letters  of 
dismission,  unless  they  abandon  the  Platform  and  the  present  well 
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established  principles  of  Congregationalism,  of  which  they  consider 
themselves  such  faithful  champions. 

2.  But,  in  the  second  place,  the  Council  say, — "  Thus  to  dissolve  a 
Church  by  the  vote  of  a  majority,  is  an  entire  violation  of  the  terms 
of  mutual  right,  even  if  no  covenant  with  God  were  involved."  After 
referring  to  the  opinions  entertained  of  the  sacred  nature  of  secular 
compacts,  and  then  asking  whether  the  Church  should  sanction  a 
lower  standard  of  morality  than  the  world,  they  say, — "  Think  for  a 
moment  of  the  facts  of  the  case.  By  solemn  mutual  covenant  they 
had  been  received  into  the  Church,  and  declared  entitled  to  its  privi- 
leges. A  fraternal  watch  over  them  had  been  pledged,  and  a  mutual 
pledge  received.  What  right  then  has  one  part  of  the  Church,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  rest,  to  absolve  themselves  from  obligations  thus 
solemnly  assumed  1  Much  more,  what  right  have  they  to  arrogate  the 
power  of  absolving  others  beside  themselves  from  their  mutual  vows?" 
After  comparing  it  to  the  assumption  of  power  by  the  Pope,  they 
say, — "  It  seems  to  us  that  a  more  direct  and  palpable  violation  of  the 
laws  of  equity  cannot  be  conceived."  Again — they  represent  the 
Church  as  saying  to  the  minor  part, — '  True,  you  are  guilty  of  no 
disciplinable  offence  ;  we  cannot  directly  cast  you  out ;  but  a  majority 
have  concluded  to  break  up  this  organization.  You  may  go  where 
you  please,  but  in  this  Church  you  cannot  stay.' — "  Is  it  for  a  moment 
to  be  endured,  that  such  acts  as  these  shall  be  done  unrebuked  in  the 
Church  of  God  !"  Other  things  are  advanced  of  a  similar  character. 
These  expressions  are  designed,  doubtless,  to  be  awfully  imposing  ! 
They,  however,  better  express  the  strength  of  the  Council's  feelings, 
than  support  their  position.  Who  would  suppose,  after  reading  these 
authoritative  declarations,  which  remind  us  of  what  the  Council  say 
about  papal  assumption, — these  piercing  interrogations,  which  were 
probably  expected  to  inflict  so  deep  a  wound, — that  the  articles  of  the 
Platform  and  the  acknowledged  principles  of  the  present  form  of  Con- 
gregationalism actually  allow  the  perpetration  of  this  terrible  injustice? 

"  A  Congregational  Church,"  say  the  Council,  "  comes  into  exist- 
ence by  the  personal  covenant  of  every  individual  composing  it  with 
every  other.  How  then  can  it  be  broken  up  and  destroyed  without  the 
personal  assent  of  all  the  covenanters?  It  exists  by  the  personal  cove- 
nant of  each  with  each  ;  it  can  cease  to  exist  only  when  each  releases 
each  from  that  covenant."  We  are  glad  to  have  the  Council  so  ex- 
plicit. And  yet  it  is  a  provision  of  Congregationalism,  that  nine 
members  in  a  church  of  ten  may  vote  to  dismiss  themselves  to  other 
Churches — unite  with  those  Churches — without  the  consent,  and 
against  the  earnest  remonstrance  of  the  tenth  ;  and  leave  him  alone 
with  his  covenant  dissolved,  his  ecclesiastical  ties  all  sundered,  desti- 
tute of  any  church-privileges  at  all  !  It  is  now  our  turn  to  ask  ques- 
tions, and  we  shall  use  the  language  of  the  Result.  We  put  the 
following  tremendous  and  "  most  momentous"  interrogations.  "  Shall 
a  man  who  is  guilty  of  no  offence  be  told,  '  the  privileges  of  this 
organization,  much  as  you  value  them  and  whatever  sacrifices  you 
have  made  for  them,  can  be  yours  no  longer?  True  you  are  guilty  of 
no  disciplinable  offence.  We  cannot  directly  cast  you  out.  But  a 
majority  of  us  have  concluded  to  break  up  this  organization,  you  may 
go  where  you  please,  but  in  this  church  you  cannot  stay.'     Is  it  for  a 
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moment  to  be  endured  that  such  acts  as  this  shall  be  done  unrebuked 
in  the  Church  of  God!"  We  answer,  Certainly;  this  is  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  Platform  and  Congregational  princi- 
ples. It  is  perfectly  just  and  equitable,  unless  persons  who  have  the 
best  of  reasons  for  leaving  a  Church,  and  whose  spiritual  edification 
demands  a  union  with  other  bodies,  are  to  be  tyrannically  compelled 
to  retain  their  connection,  and  that  to  gratify,  in  some  cases,  the  per- 
verted conscience  and  obstinate  self-will  of  some  recusant  individual. 

If  the  rights  of  a  single  person  in  such  instances  are  not  violated 
by  such  acts  of  the  majority,  neither  would  the  rights  of  ten  or  twenty 
be  violated,  by  leaving  them  in  a  similar  condition. 

3.  Nor  is  this  all.  The  Council  proceed  to  say — "even  if  all  the 
members  of  a  Church  were  willing  to  release  one  another  from  their 
mutual  vows  and  to  throw  one  another  back  into  an  uncovenanted  state, 
they  have  and  can  have  no  right  before  God  to  do  it.  It  will  be  no- 
ticed, that  we  do  not  say,  that  all  the  members  of  a  Church  may  not 
by  mutual  consent  bring  it  to  a  close,  by  regularly  passing  from  it  into 
other  Churches.  In  this  way  no  one  is  thrown  back  into  the  world  in 
an  uncovenanted  state,  with  none  who  has  a  right  to  watch  over  him." 
"  Duty  to  God  requires  them  not  only  to  enter  into  church-estate  but  to 
continue  in  it;  "  that  is,  to  make  the  expression  anything  to  the  purpose, — 
without  a  moment's  cessation.  Several  quotations  then  follow  ;  one  from 
Cotton  Mather's  "  Ratio  "  and  others  from  two  or  three  church  cove- 
nants, to  support  the  position  taken.  In  relation  to  these  quotations, 
we  have  some  remarks  to  make.  We  have  endeavored  to  show,  that  a 
covenant  made  with  God  to  conform  to  his  will,  from  which  may  be 
derived  the  obligation  of  uniting  in  church-fellowship,  does  by  no 
means  imply  that  the  obligation  is  to  do  this  immediately,  or  to  remain 
in  a  particular  Church,  without  a  moment's  interruption,  under  all  cir- 
cumstances;— that  a  reasonable  construction  is  to  be  given  to  it ;  and 
that  such  a  conception,  as  the  Council  entertain  of  it,  leads  to  extrav- 
agance and  absurdity.  The  particular  objects  for  which  these  extracts 
are  presented  seem  to  be,  to  show  that  they  contain  sentiments  in  har- 
mony with  the  views  of  the  Council,  and  that,  as  they  are  declared  to 
be  fair  exhibitions  of  the  principles  of  Congregationalism,  they  are 
conclusive  of  the  position  which  the  Council  undertake  to  establish. 
The  extracts  from  the  Tabernacle  Church  in  Salem,  from  the  First 
Church  in  Boston,  and  from  the  First  Church  in  Charlestown,  are  to 
this  effect, — that  the  covenanting  individuals  bind  themselves  to  walk 
together  in  the  particular  Church  of  which  they  become  members. 
The  expressions  imply  no  further  obligation.  Whether  they  shall  be 
held  to  unite  with  any  other  Church  hereafter,  does  not  appear  from 
any  promises  which  they  make  in  the  compact;  and  whenever  any  cir- 
cumstances arise,  that  make  it  proper  for  them  to  leave  the  Church 
with  which  they  are  originally  associated,  no  obligation  can  resnlt  from 
any  agreement  which  they  enter  into,  to  connect  themselves  with  other 
Churches.  For  there  is  none  such.  The  duty  must  be  derived  from 
some  other  source.  These  quotations  are  therefore  nothing  to  the 
purpose.  The  Tabernacle  Church  are  doubtless  as  competent  judges 
as  the  Council,  of  the  proper  construction  of  their  covenant;  and  they, 
as  we  presume,  will  admit  of  no  such  interpretation  as  has  been  im- 
posed upon  it.     The  covenant  contained  in  the  Ratio  Disciplins,  is  ©f 
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a  slightly  different  tenor.  It  acknowledges  the  everlasting  obligation 
to  glorify  God,  very  particularly  in  the  duties  of  church-estate.  Sup- 
posing this  to  have  reference  to  the  duty  of  church-fellowship  in  gene- 
ral, as  the  words  cannot  be  pressed  to  the  strained  and  rigorous  con- 
struction which  the  Council  seem  determined  to  put  upon  them,  with- 
out exposing  them  to  the  charge  of  the  manifest  absurdities  which  have 
been  alluded  to,  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  them  further. 

The  Council  have  not  given  us  the  covenant  of  the  Old  South 
Church  in  Boston,  but  only  a  statement  which  follows  the  covenant, 
and  which  declares  the  obligations  to  rest  on  every  one  who  has  as- 
sumed them  until  death.  Of  course  we  do  not  know  what  the  precise 
form  of  these  obligations  is.  If  like  those  forms  which  some  other 
covenants  contain,  they  prove  nothing  in  relation  to  the  points  at  issue. 
If  like  that  which  is  found  in  the  Ratio  Disciplinae,  we  refer  our 
readers  to  the  remarks  made  above  in  reference  to  it. 

In  the  covenant  of  the  Park  Street  Church,  drawn  up,  it  is  said,  by 
Dr.  Griffin,  there  occurs  this  expression.  "  Hereafter  you  can  never 
withdraw  from  the  watch  and  communion  of  saints  without  a  breach 
of  covenant."  If  this  expression  stood  disconnected  with  what  follows, 
we  should  have  no  difficulty  with  it.  But  when  we  look  at  what  fol- 
lows, we  should  be  surprised,  if  we  had  not  already  been  prepared  for 
almost  any  flagrant  absurdity  by  what  we  had  seen  before,  that  the 
Council  should  venture  on  the  quotation.  A  part  of  it  is  as  follows, 
"Wherever  you  go,  these  vows  will  be  upon  you.  They  will  follow 
you  to  the  bar  of  God,  and  in  whatever  world  you  may  be  fixed,  will 
abide  upon  you  to  eternity." 

These  extracts  are  given,  be  it  remembered,  to  prove  that  Dr.  Griffin 
and  the  Park  Street  Church  understood  the  covenant  to  be  of  such  a 
nature  that  the  connection  with  some  church-organization  cannot  be 
for  a  moment  dissolved,  except  by  death  or  excommunication.  They 
certainly  prove  too  much.  They  assert  the  covenant  to  be  binding 
after  death,  in  heaven  and  hell,  and  to  all  eternity  1  Do  the  Council 
suppose,  that  there  will  be  local  Churches  in  heaven,  and  watch  and 
care  and  discipline  such  as  we  have  on  earth?  Perhaps  they  do.  We 
should  not  be  surprised  if  some  of  them  embraced  this  opinion.  We 
do  not  however  think  that  this  was  the  sentiment  of  Dr.  Griffin.  He 
expected  that  men  would  exercise  common  sense,  in  interpreting  his 
language  and  in  the  use  which  they  made  of  it;  that  is,  unless  they 
should  be  so  unfortunate  as  not  to  possess  any  of  this  valuable  com- 
modity. And  if  when  writing  these  words  it  could  have  been  revealed 
to  him,  that  an  ecclesiastical  Council  coming  before  the  public  with 
such  pretensions,  claiming  to  have  such  insight  into  Congregational 
covenants,  and  such  superior  acquaintance  with  the  ecclesiastical 
usages  and  principles  of  our  fathers,  should  have  committed  the  ludi- 
crous blunder  of  quoting  his  words  for  such  a  purpose, — the  solemn 
feeling  with  which  he  penned  them  would  have  been  changed  into 
mirth  and  amazement.  When  Dr.  Griffin  speaks  of  the  unchangeable 
and  eternal  nature  of  these  vows,  his  words  must  of  course  be  taken 
with  all  the  required  modifications  and  restrictions.  They  cannot  be 
interpreted  literally,  without  exposing  him  to  the  charge  of  such  extrav- 
agance and  folly  as  we  cannot  impute  to  him.  The  moment  we  depart 
from  a  rigid  construction,  we  are  left,  of  course,  to  our  own  judgment 
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as  to  the  latitude  we  shall  give  it.     The  Council   are   not  authorized 
and  infallible  expounders  of  Dr.  Griffin's  meaning. 

These  remarks  upon  the  quotations  have  been  made,  on  the  ground 
that  the  covenants  from  which  they  are  taken,  are  in  accordance  with 
the  general  principles  of  Congregationalism.  None  of  their  fraraers 
had  a  commission  to  utter  the  voice  of  the  Churches,  and  are,  of 
course,  of  no  authority  whatever.  We  have  seen,  that  there  is  quite  a 
difference  in  their  piiraseology.  We  are  willing  to  accept  them  as  fair 
specimens  of  the  uniformo-variant  character  of  the  covenants  by  which 
our  local  Churches  are  bound  together,  and  submit  them,  with  the  re- 
marks made  upon  them,  to  the  consideration  of  our  readers. 

The  Council  proceed.  "  If  then  it  is  conceded  and  taught  on  all 
hands,  that  it  is  a  part  of  our  covenant  with  God  that  we  come  into 
covenant  with  a  particular  Church  and  continue  in  a  church-state  until 
death,  how  can  a  Church  throw  themselves  out  of  such  a  state,  without 
a  breach  of  covenant  with  God?  Even  if  it  is  done  under  color  of  an 
intent,  as  individuals,  to  join  other  Churches,  still,  to  dissolve  the  cov- 
enant, and  withdraw  Christian  watch  before  all  are  under  the  care  of 
other  Churches,  is  an  unjustifiable  mode  of  doing  it.  Covenanted  du- 
ties forbid  it.  By  doing  it  they  throw  themselves  into  a  state  in  which 
they  have  no  assurance  that  all  will  ever  be  brought  back  into  a  state 
of  covenant  again.  It  is  on  this  ground  that  the  Platform  denied  that 
the  whole  Church  has  a  right  to  throw  up  her  watch  over  even  one  of 
her  members  before  he  is  safely  received  by  another  Church.  This  is 
not  a  mere  positive  rule,  it  is  based  upon  the  principles  of  eternal 
right.  Much  less  then  has  a  Church  a  right,  even  by  unanimous  con- 
sent, to  throw  up  their  watch  over  each  other,"  &c. 

We  have  seen,  that  a  Church  has  a  right,  notwithstanding  the  posi- 
tive assertions  of  the  Council,  to  throw  up  her  watch  and  care  over 
one  of  her  members  in  some  cases,  when  there  is  no  excommunication 
or  transfer  of  relation  ;  and  that  this  is  a  consequence  of  the  legiti- 
mate operation  of  provisions  made  by  that  very  Platform  which  is  said 
to  deny  it.  The  individual  can  be  thus  put  into  a  state  in  which  there 
is  no  assurance  that  he  will  ever  be  brought  back  into  a  state  of  cove- 
nant, and  where  there  is  a  great  probability  to  the  contrary. 

Besides,  where  all  the  members  of  a  Church  agree  to  give  each 
other  letters  of  dismission  to  other  Churches,  on  condition  that  the 
Church  from  which  they  depart  be  considered  as  in  existence  until 
each  individual  is  united  with  some  other  body — which  the  Council 
pronounce  an  authorized  mode  of  extinguishing  a  Church  —  what,  if 
one  of  the  members  after  taking  his  letter  should  wait  till  he  knew  all 
the  others  to  be  united  in  other  relations,  and  then  choose  to  keep  his 
letter  in  his  pocket,  and  remain  out  of  fellowship.  How  are  the 
Church  to  prevent  this?  What  certainty  can  they  have  in  any  case, 
that  this  may  not  be  done?  And  what  assurance  have  they,  when  they 
resort  to  such  a  measure,  that  some  one  of  their  number  will  not  be 
put  in  a  condition  in  which  he  never  will  be  brought  back  into  a  state 
of  covenant  again  1  How  do  they  know  that  some  one  will  not  be  ex- 
posed to  grievous  wolves,  that  will  come  and  tear  and  devour  the  lamb 
of  the  flock  before  he  is  gathered  into  any  fold  again  ?  Is  it  right  for 
a  Church  to  expose  "one  of  her  members"  to  such  an  awful  risk  ? 

Suppose  two  or  three,  who  designed  to  remove  into  places  remote 
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from  each  other,  should  retain  their  letters.  Although  each  might  be 
considered  as  a  member  of  the  Church  not  extinct,  yet  living  apart  and 
never  coming  together,  nor  communicating  with  each  other,  and  not 
being  known  as  church-members  in  the  remote  places  where  they  re- 
side, and  forgotten  by  the  Churches  in  the  vicinity  of  the  place  where 
they  once  resided, — they  would  cease  to  be  a  Church  for  all  practical 
purposes,  and  be  turned  out  into  the  world  without  any  one  to  watch 
over  or  care  for  thera. 

It  will  perhaps  be  said,  that  in  a  part  of  our  argument,  hitherto,  in 
favor  of  the  disbanding  power  of  a  Church,  we  have  supposed  an  ex- 
treme case  ;  that  of  an  individual  refusing  to  take  letters,  and  being  left 
alone  in  an  uncovenanted  condition  by  the  majority  who  vote  them- 
selves a  dismission  to  other  connections.  Admitting  it  is,  what  then  t 
Extreme  cases  are  legitimately  resorted  to,  in  order  to  test  principles. 
The  question  is  whether  a  majority  can  dissolve  a  Church.  The 
Council  positively  deny  that  it  can  be  done  in  any  case.  "  It  is  on 
this  ground,"  say  the  Council,  "that  the  Platform  denied  that  the 
whole  Church  has  a  right  to  throw  up  her  watch  over  even  one  of  her 
members,  before  he  is  safely  received  by  another  Church."  And  yet 
nothing  can  be  plainer  from  this  very  Platform,  and  from  the  received 
principles  of  our  Churches,  than  that  this  can  be  done  in  the  case 
specified.  The  main  grounds  on  which  it  is  denied  that  the  covenant 
can  be  dissolved,  are,  that  it  is  a  violation  of  the  stipulations,  incon- 
sistent with  the  principles  of  natural  right,  and  contrary  to  Congrega- 
tional usage.  Now  these  reasons  apply  just  as  really  to  one  individual 
placed  in  the  position  above  referred  to,  as  to  any  number ;  and  if 
they  do  not  hold  in  respect  to  this  individual,  they  are  not  valid,  in  re- 
spect to  ten,  or  twenty,  or  fifty.  The  Council  say,  that  no  majority 
has  a  right  to  expel  a  member  from  the  Church  who  has  been  guilty  of 
no  offence,  nor  to  expel  aiiy  one  without  trial  or  an  opportunity  of  de- 
fence. They  justly  consider  the  rights  of  one  individual  as  sacred  as 
those  of  a  hundred.  If  they  admit,  as  we  think  they  must,  unless  they 
abandon  Congregationalism,  that  one  mem.ber  may  be  excluded,  in  the 
manner  described,  who  has  been  guilty  of  no  offence,  and  without 
trial  or  chance  of  defence,  then,  to  be  consistent,  they  must  allow,  that 
the  same  measures  may  be  taken  with  respect  to  an  indejinite  number. 
The  Council  are  very  emphatic,  and  are  careful  to  use  language,  which 
does  not  admit  of  contradiction  or  questioning.  They  say  that  no 
majority  has  a  right  to  violate  any  principle  of  the  universal  law  of 
right.  We  agree  with  them  in  full,  that  it  is  wrong  to  do  wrong — that 
it  is  not  right  not  to  do  right — and,  as  they  admit  that  the  principle  is 
just  as  applicable  to  one  individual  as  to  numbers,  they  concede  all  that 
we  want  for  the  purposes  of  our  argument. 

We  are  now  prepared  to  take  another  step  in  the  argument.  It  has 
been  seen,  that  the  phraseology  of  the  covenants  which  expresses  the 
obligation  of  those  who  assume  them  to  walk  in  fellowship  with  a  par- 
ticular Church,  or  more  generally  to  live  in  a  church-state,  and  also 
the  perpetually  binding  nature  of  the  vows  taken,  is  strong  and  un- 
qualified ;  so  much  so,  that,  with  the  exception  of  that  formed  by  Dr. 
Griffin,  it  would  not  appear  that  there  was  any  mode  of  becoming  re- 
leased from  them.  And  yet  we  have  seen,  that  there  are  methods  of 
so  doing,  and  especially,  that  for  a  release  from   the  obligations  to  par- 
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ticular  Churches  there  is  a  mode  in  most  common  practice  among 
Congregation alists.  And  of  course,  it  is  understood,  that,  when  a 
member  enters  a  Church  and  binds  himself  by  these  most  solemn  and 
stringent  engagements,  he  dues  it  conditiunalli/,  with  the  understanding 
that  the  covenant  may  be  annulled  in  the  ways  commonly  known  and 
generally  pursued.  The  conditions  so  understood  enter  into  the  cove- 
nant and  make  a  part  of  it;  and  therefore  there  is  no  violation  of  the 
compact,  when  a  dissolution  of  the  relation  takes  place. 

Now  it  is  a  generally  admitted  principle,  that,  in  all  associations, 
political  and  religious,  the  majority  governs  in  all  the  transactions  of 
the  concerns  of  those  bodies,  except  in  cases  ivhere  particular  •provision 
is  made  to  the  contrary.  We  quote  the  following  from  Jefferson's 
Manual.  "  The  voice  of  the  majority  decides.  For  the  lex  majoris 
partis  is  the  law  of  all  councils,  elections,  (Sic,  where  not  otherwise 
expressly  provided."  In  respect  to  this  there  will  probably  be  no  ques- 
tion. 

We  have  seen,  that  it  is  a  principle  admitted  into  the  Platform,  that 
a  majority  may  disband  in  a  certain  case,  and  practically  unchurch  an 
individual,  and  completely  turn  him  out  into  the  world,  without  any 
infringement  of  his  rights,  whether  covenant  or  natural,  or  doing  him 
any  wrong  whatever.  We  say  that  it  is  a  principle  admitted  into  the 
Platform,  by  the  necessary  and  inevitable  operation  of  the  provisions 
of  that  instrument.  It  is  a  principle  which  belongs  to  the  Congrega- 
tional system,  as  that  system  is  now  understood. 

Every  one  who  enters  the  Church,  therefore,  enters  it  on  the  condi- 
tion, that  he  may  be  expelled,  or  under  the  liability  of  being  expelled 
from  the  Church,  by  a  vote  of  those  associated  with  him,  giving  them- 
selves letters  to  other  bodies  ;  and  unless  he  chooses  to  take  a  letter  of 
dismission,  may  be  left  as  completely  without  the  privileges  of  cove- 
nanted Christian  watch  and  care  and  of  fellowship,  as  before  his  admis- 
sion into  any  Christian  organization.  It  is  a  condition  on  which  he 
becomes  a  member,  and  a  part  of  the  con)pact  into  which  he  enters. 
No  covenant,  therefore,  is  violated  when  this  is  done.  The  majority 
in  the  use  of  their  unrestricted  powers  may  resort  to  this  measure, 
when  the  occasion  in  their  view  justifies  them  in  so  doing. 

So  far  there  can  be  no  question.  And  as  the  principle  of  thus  deal- 
ing with  a  member  is  in  the  Congregational  system  and  its  covenants, 
and  as  no  particular  provision  has  been  made  for  defining  and  restrict- 
ing its  operation  to  a  single  individual,  it  may  be  extended  to  more 
persons  than  one,  when  the  majority  think  the  reasons  sufficient  to  jus- 
tify them  in  the  measure.  Why  not?  If  the  application  of  the  prin- 
ciple to  one  person  inflicts  on  him  no  injury,  why  should  its  application 
to  two  or  three  or  any  number  1  If  every  member  unites  with  the 
Church  under  this  liability,  and  it  is  a  part  of  the  covenant  which  he 
makes,  that  he  may  be  put  into  such  a  condition  by  the  majority,  does 
it  make  any  difference  to  him,  so  far  as  his  rights  are  concerned, 
whether  others  happen  to  be  placed  in  the  same  predicament?  This  is 
in  our  view  a  sufficient  reply  to  the  reasoning  contained  in  the  second 
objection  alleged  by  the  Council,  drawn  from  the  nature  of  civil  con- 
tracts. We  maintain  that  no  contract  is  violated  by  such  a  procedure 
on  the  part  of  the  majority  ;  and  that  all  those  solemn  appeals  about 
introducing  a  lower  standard  of  morality  into  the  Church  than  exists 
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our  minds  the  alarming  impression  which  they  were  designed  to  create, 
and  we  leave  them  to  pass  for  what  they  are  worth,  with  all  who  are 
disposed  to  bestow  upon  the  subject  an  impartial  consideration. 

Perhaps  it  may  be  argued  by  our  opponents,  that  the  application  of 
the  principle  should  not  be  extended  beyond  the  single  case  specified  ; 
that,  upon  considering  the  provisions  of  the  Platform  in  connection 
with  each  other,  we  must  understand  that  the  framers  intended  to  leave 
the  principle  in  the  system,  restricted  as  it  would  be  to  extreme  in- 
stances, by  the  effect  of  the  whole  instrument ;  and,  that  it  would  be 
comparatively  safe  and  harmless  in  its  operation,  because  it  would 
always  require  a  majority  consisting  of  all  the  members  but  one  to 
disband  a  Church. 

To  this  we  reply,  first, — that,  if  the  Council  will  admit  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  principle  at  all,  they  make  a  concessiou  which  overthrows 
all  their  earnest  reasoning  about  the  wrong  and  violence  which  a 
Church  would  perpetrate  in  any  instance,  by  releasing  itself  from  the 
watch  and  care  of  one  of  its  members. 

Secondly, — that  as  two  or  three  would  not  make  a  much  better 
Church  for  practical  purposes  than  one,  and  that,  as  in  those  cases 
where  there  was  no  necessity  for  a  Church,  and  no  prospect  of  acces- 
sion, it  is  wrong  and  against  the  views  of  standard  Congregational 
writers,  that  such  a  Church  should  exist.  The  reason  of  the  thing 
requires  the  principle  to  be  extended,  so  as  to  allow  a  Church  to  dis- 
band when  they  are  under  such  circumstances, — as  many  as  three  con- 
stituting an  opposing  minority.  In  fact,  just  so  far  as  these  few  mem- 
bers are  incapable  of  performing  the  functions  of  a  Church,  the  prin- 
ciple does  of  necessity  extend  itself,  when  ail  the  rest  exercise  their 
undoubted  right  of  withdrawing,  and  connecting  themselves  with  other 
Christian  societies. 

Thirdly, — it  does  not  appear,  that  the  framers  of  the  Platform  had 
the  subject  so  distinctly  before  their  minds  as  to  lead  them  in  any  of 
their  regulations  to  have  any  special  reference,  direct  or  indirect,  to 
this  matter.  Their  Platform  states,  that,  "  a  Church  cannot  make  a 
member  no  member  except  by  excommunication," — without  any  qualifi- 
cation, and  without  providing  for  cases  where  the  declaration  comes 
in  collision  with  other  articles.  And  the  allegation,  that  one  member 
cannot  make  a  Church,  is  found  in  such  connection  as  to  furnish  us 
evidence,  that  they  particularly  intended  it  as  an  exception  to  the  pro- 
visions which  relate  to  the  dismission  of  members,  and  the  conflict 
between  these  provisions  was,  at  the  time,  present  to  their  contempla- 
tions. The  principle  comes  or  is  let  into  the  Platform,  without  any 
thing  which  appears  particularly  designed  to  modify  or  limit  it ;  and 
so  of  course  must  be  left,  subject  to  the  regulation  and  application  of 
the  majority,  according  to  the  exercise  of  their  best  judgment,  in- 
structed and  guided  by  the  word  of  God  and  the  spirit  of  Congrega- 
tionalism. 

Now  it  being  established,  that  the  majority  are  to  govern  in  all  cases 
where  no  restraint  is  imposed  upon  them,  and  that  under  this  condition 
they  are  to  apply  the  principles  of  the  Congregational  system  in  all 
those  cases,  to  which  they  think  they  fairly  extend, — every  person  who 
unites  with  the  Church  is  admitted  with  this  understanding.     And  it 
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is  a  part  of  his  covenant,  that  he  is  to  be  subject  to  the  will  of  the 
majority  thus  explained,  and  also,  according  to  the  views  we  have 
taken,  that  he  is  liable  to  have  his  connection  with  the  Church  dis- 
solved, by  a  vote  of  the  major  part  to  disband,  when  they  think  that 
there  are  justifiable  reasons  for  such  a  course. 

It  adds  to  the  force  of  our  argument,  that  this  is  the  view  taken  by 
persons  of  great  respectability  not  connected  with  the  Essex  South 
Conference,  and  whom,  if  their  names  were  mentioned,  the  Council, 
we  should  hope,  would  not  be  very  ready  to  tax  with  a  want  of  famil- 
iarity with  the  principles  of  our  fathers.  The  Council  are  pleased  to 
denominate  the  position  which  we  have  undertaken  to  defend,  a  "  new 
theory,"  a  "  new  doctrine!  "  We  have  only  to  retort  with  some  varia- 
tion, the  language  employed  in  the  "  Congregationalist."  If  they  had 
been  more  familiar  with  the  history  of  the  New  England  Churches, 
they  would  have  known  that  it  is  not  new,  but  that  there  have  been 
quite  a  number  of  instances  of  the  disbanding  of  Churches  by  acts  of 
the  majority,  previous  to  that  of  the  Howard  Street ;  and  that  the  usage, 
taking  into  view  the  fact  that  it  is  only  in  a  few  extreme  cases  that 
such  a  measure  as  dissolution  could  be  thought  expedient  or  necessary, 
is  decidedly  in  favor  of  our  doctrine.  This  usage  helps  us  to  interpret 
Congregational  covenants.  Usage  gives  construction  to  them,  just  as 
former  acts  of  legislation  under  the  provisions  of  a  political  constitu- 
tion are  appealed  to,  that  we  may  fix  the  construction  of  some  parts, 
about  which  there  has  arisen  a  diversity  of  opinion. 

In  order  not  to  be  misunderstood,  and  to  correct  the  misstatement 
of  our  position  by  the  Council,  we  here  say,  that  we  do  not  maintain 
that  a  Church  has  the  right,  by  a  mere  majority  of  the  brethren  who 
happen  to  be  present  at  a  particular  meeting,  to  declare  the  covenant 
dissolved.  Our  principle  is,  that  the  meeting  should  be  properly  noti- 
fied, the  subject  plainly  presented  and  discussed,  and  the  vote  justly 
taken.  We  contend  for  no  hasty  measures,  no  taking  of  undue  advan- 
tage, no  deception,  nor  any  thing  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  prin- 
ciples of  ihe  Gospel,  and  the  most  deliberate  and  just  expression  of 
the  opinions  of  the  Church.  In  regard  to  this  point,  we  feel  that  we 
have  been  most  inexcusably  misrepresented. 

And  now  when  the  Council  "earnestly  ask,  when  and  where  has 
the  great  Lawgiver  and  Head  of  the  Church  given  the  right  to  a  mere 
majority  of  the  brethren  of  the  Church  to  declare  their  covenant  dis- 
solved throughout  the  whole  Church,"  &c. — we  have  only  to  say,  that 
if  they  ask  for  express  permission  in  so  many  words,  we  find  it  just 
"when  and  where"  they  find  the  prohibition  so  to  do!  If  they  will 
show  us  the  chapter  and  verse  where  this  is  interdicted,  we  will  point  to 
the  passage  where  the  allowance  is  given.  If,  however,  they  intend 
this  form  of  interrogatory  only  as  a  rhetorical  flourish; — if  they  merely 
design  to  ask  in  sounding  phraseology  the  simple  question,  what  au- 
thority the  majority  of  a  Church  has  to  disband,  we  refer  them  to  the 
principles  of  the  Word  of  God,  of  Congregationalism,  and  common 
sense. 

4.  As  one  of  their  reasons  against  our  views  of  this  subject,  the 
Council  point  us  to  the  dangerous  consequences  to  which  they  lead. 
"  Admit,"  say  they,  "  the  right  of  a  Church  thus  to  disband  itself  by  the 
vote  of  a  majority,  for  the  sake  of  getting  rid  of  'embarrassing  mem- 
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bers,'  and  what  minority  in  a  time  of  division  and  excitement  would 
be  safe  1  One  or  two  bold  and  daring  men  might  be  very  embarrassing 
to  a  backsliding  and  worldly-minded  majority.  Some  influential  person 
who  fears  discipline,  may  regard  those  who  desire  to  bring  his  case  up 
as  very  embarrassing  elements  in  the  Church.  Nothing  now  remains 
to  be  done  but  to  watch  his  opportunity,  rally  his  forces,  gain  a  major- 
ity and  vote  to  dissolve  the  Church  and  form  a  new  organization," &c. 

Now  we  have  to  say  in  answer  to  this,  that  the  power  which  the 
Council  must  concede  to  the  majority,  is  capable  of  great  abuse.  Just 
consider  what  power  they  possess.  They  have  a  right  to  elect  and 
dismiss  a  pastor, — to  change  the  creed, — to  determine  and  apply  the 
rules  of  discipline, — to  inflict  excommunication.  Is  there  no  danger  1 
Is  there  no  danger  of  the  misuse  of  such  power  ?  If  Churches  had 
the  unrestricted  choice  of  the  pastor  as  they  once  had,  and  as  they  still 
have  in  some  cases,  might  not  a  wrong-minded  and  unsound  majority 
impose  an  unfaithful  and  heretical  pastor  on  the  minority?  And  con- 
sidering the  influence  which  the  Church  now  has,  restricted  as  she  is, 
in  her  full  action  as  to  the  choice  of  the  pastor,  by  her  connection 
with  another  body,  yet  taking  the  lead  in  the  settlement  of  the  minis- 
try, and  directing  to  a  great  extent,  the  feelings  and  action  of  the  asso- 
ciation with  which  she  is  united,  —  who  does  not  see  that  it  is  practicable 
for  a  majority  with  lax  views,  greatly  to  injure  a  faithful  and  pious  kw 
in  the  same  Church,  by  the  selection  of  a  preacher  who  entertains 
fundamentally  erroneous  opinions  of  the  Gospel,  and  whose  influence 
shall  be  against  vital  religion?  Cannot  the  degenerate  majority  of  a 
Church  so  administer  the  rules  of  discipline,  as  to  exclude  all  of  those, 
the  purity  of  whose  lives  and  the  fidelity  of  whose  reproofs  cause  them 
great  annoyance?  Cannot  a  Church  become  so  corrupt  and  so  im- 
properly manage  its  affairs,  as  to  defeat  the  very  end  of  its  organization, 
and  render  it  even  worse  than  useless?  The  Council  themselves  ad- 
mit this,  so  far  as  discipline  is  concerned.  'J'hey  say  that  "any  other 
discipline  than  Christian  discipline  is  a  thousand  times  worse  than  no 
discipline."  And  on  the  same  principle,  the  majority  may  be  so  de- 
fective and  erroneous  in  their  whole  character  and  action,  as  to  become 
worse  than  useless, — a  mere  nuisance  to  the  minority  and  the  commu- 
nity. Wki/  should  not  the  innjority  be  deprived  of  all  power,  as  well  as 
the  power  of  disbanding ;  seeing  that  it  is  capable  of  such  abuse  and 
may  become  such  a  formidable  engine  of  mischief  and  oppression? 

We  wish  to  direct  the  attention  of  our  readers  to  one  or  two  expres- 
sions of  the  Council,  which  unfairly  change  the  state  of  the  question. 
"  Nothing  now  remains  to  be  done  but  to  watch  his  opportunity,  rally 
his  forces,  gain  a  majority,"  &c.  Just  as  if  we  contended  that  the 
rules  of  the  Church  should  be  such,  as  not  to  forbid  some  of  its  un- 
principled members,  to  take  an  undue  advantage  of  some  favorable 
occasion  for  which  they  have  been  watching,  when  a  majority  of  per- 
sons of  their  own  character  happened  to  be  present,  and  thus  to  effect 
their  iniquitous  purposes.  We  have  protested  against  this  unfairness 
before,  and  now  repeat,  that  all  Churches  should  have  such  regulations, 
as  to  prevent  hasty  action,  and  protect  themselves  from  the  conspiracy 
of  those,  who  might  be  disposed  to  avail  themselves  of  a  temporary 
majority  to  accomplish  some  nefarious  object.  If  it  should  be  replied, 
that  ail  precautionary  rules  of  this  sort  might  be  disregarded  and  tram- 
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pled  under  foot,  in  times  of  great  commotion  and  strife, — we  have 
only  to  say,  that  those  who  would  be  guiUy  of  such  flagrant  mis- 
conduct in  these  respects,  would  be  just  as  likely  to  despise  all  the  reg- 
ulations of  the  Church,  whatever  they  might  be;  and  it  would  be  just 
as  easy  for  them  to  watch  their  opportunity,  rally  their  forces  and  gain 
a  majority  to  excommunicate  the  faithful  members  who  annoyed  them, 
as  to  get  rid  of  them  by  disbanding  and  reorganizing.  We  conceive, 
that  the  arguments  which  the  Council  have  employed  against  the  power 
which  we  advocate,  arguments  drawn  from  its  liability  to  abuse,  are 
weapons  which  can  with  equal  facility  be  turned  against  themselves; 
since  they  arc  quite  as  strong  against  the  possible  perversion  of  such 
authoiity,  as  by  their  own  acknowledgment  the  Church  possesses. 

5.  The  Council  further  object  to  our  principle,  that  it  leads  its  ad- 
vocates to  such  unjustifiable  modes  of  defending  it.  They  say  that  it 
obliges  them  "to  depreciate  the  necessity  and  importance  of  particular 
Church  covenants,  or  of  being  in  connection  with  any  local  Church  at 
all."  We  know  not  to  what  the  Council  refer  in  these  remarks. 
While  we  are  glad  to  have  it  in  our  power  to  say,  that  there  are  a  good 
number  of  the  members  of  the  Essex  South  Conference,  who  are  free 
from  the  extravagant  notions  of  the  covenant  which  the  Council  ex- 
press ;  and  while  we  earnestly  hope  that  they  will  always  preserve  their 
balance  of  mind,  sufficiently  to  keep  them  from  running  into  such 
strange  conceits, — we  utterly  deny  the  charge  of  the  Council,  and  feel 
ourselves  aggrieved  by  their  unjust  impulation. 

The  arguments  by  which  the  Council  undertake  to  sustain  the 
charge  are  as  follows. 

The  community  has,  therefore,  been  told  by  leading  ministers,  in  publie 
arguments  on  this  subject,  before  the  pastors  and  delegates  of  a  Conference 
of  Churches  and  the  attendant  assembly,  that  the  Bible  no  where  expressly 
requires  a  covenant  of  the  members  of  a  Church  to  walk  together  in  the 
same  Church  as  essential  to  salvation  or  the  church-state,  and  that  there  is 
no  certain  evidence  that  the  apostolic  Churches  were  so  constituted  by  a  for- 
mal mutual  covenant  among  their  members,  as  to  make  a  dissolution  incon- 
sistent with  church-order  or  the  Christian  profession.  Their  covenant,  it  is 
intimated,  was  only  with  the  great  Head  of  the  Church  ;  they  were  held  to- 
gether by  inward  ties^  and  they  worshipped  together  or  apart  as  the  occasioE 
required.  Of  the  same  nature  is  the  theory  to  which  they  resort  of  a  mem- 
bership in  a  general  or  Catholic  Church,  Avhich  still  continues  after  a  partic- 
ular Church  is  disbanded.  In  consequence  of  this,  they  tell  us,  the  members 
of  a  disbanded  Church  are  not  unchurched,  nor  deprived  of  any  of  their 
church  rights  and  privileges. 

In  this  quotation  there  are  some  things  probably  true,  and  some 
things  misstated.  Individuals  may  have  said,  that  "  the  Bible  no 
where  expressly  requires  a  covenant  of  the  members  of  a  Church  ta 
walk  together  in  the  same  Church,  as  essential  either  to  salvation  or  a 
church-estate,  and  that  there  is  no  certain  evidence  that  the  apostolic 
Churches  were  so  constituted  by  a  formal  mutual  covenant  among  their 
members,  as  to  make  a  dissolution  inconsistent  with  church-order." 
And  if  they  did  say  this,  they  soid  what  is  true ;  and  what  implies  no 
more  depreciation  of  church-covenants  than  the  incontrovertible  truth 
itself  implies.  And  if  the  Council  see  fit  to  quarrel  with  the  truth, — 
let  them  settle  the  controversy  with  Hiin  who  is  the  source  of  all  t^uthi 
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But  that  any  members  of  the  Conference  said  or  intimated,  that  the 
covenant  was  onli/  with  the  great  Head  of  the  Church,  and  that  "  they 
worshipped  together  or  apart  as  the  case  required,"  is  not  true  without 
very  material  explanation  and  modification.  Neither  is  it  true,  that 
they  said,  that  those  who  had  been  excluded  from  a  particular  Church 
by  its  dissolution  were  not  "deprived  of  any  of  their  church  rights  and 
privileges."  Some  of  the  individuals  connected  with  the  Conference 
believe  with  Dr.  Dvvight  and  others,  that  baptism  introduces  the  subject 
of  it  into  the  Church  general.  How  far  this  opinion  prevails,  we  do 
not  know.  It  was  natural  for  those  who  had  embraced  these  views  to 
make  use  of  them,  in  defending  the  position,  which  they  had  taken 
against  their  assailants.  But  that  they  avowed,  or  seemed  to  think  this 
general  church-membership  to  be  almost  or  quite  equal  to  that  in  any 
particular  Church  is  not  true.  Nor  is  it  true,  that  they  hold  any  opin- 
ions which  lead  them  to  undervalue  the  necessity  and  importance  of 
local  organization.  Dr.  Dwight's  opinions  in  respect  to  general  church- 
membership  were  not  at  all  inconsistent  with  his  having  a  sufficiently 
high  appreciation  of  the  value  of  local  church-covenants.  His  opin- 
ions on  this  subject  are  quite  as  much  entitled  to  respect,  as  those  of 
any  one  of  the  Council,  or  of  their  united  opinions  combined  in  the 
Result  which  they  have  given  to  the  public. 

The  Council  say,  that  they  could  easily  show  that  all  the  above  sen- 
timents imputed  to  the  defenders  of  the  disbanding  power  are  utterly 
unsound  ;  and  so  they  have  thought  that  they  could  do  some  other 
things,  which  nevertheless  they  have  not  been  able  to  accomplish.  But 
they  do  not  undertake  to  perform  that  which,  as  they  allege,  it  is  easy 
for  them  to  do,  because,  as  they  intimate,  it  does  not  touch  the  real 
question  in  controversy.  But  they  bring  the  sentiments  to  the  test  of 
Congregational  usages  and  principles.  They  say  that  these  conflict 
with  the  Congregational  system,  as  exhibited  by  our  principal  writers, 
and  that  the  Cambridge  Platform  teaches  a  different  doctrine.  Two 
of  the  questions  to  be  tried  are — first,  whether  in  the  opinion  of  Con- 
gregationalists  the  Bible  expressly  requires  a  covenant  of  the  members 
of  a  Church  to  walk  together  in  the  same  Church,  as  essential  to  a 
church-state  ;  and,  secondly,  whether  the  Apostolic  Churches  were  so 
constituted  by  a  formal  mutual  covenant  among  their  members,  as  to 
make  a  dissolution  inconsistent  with  church-order  or  their  Christian 
profession  ? 

We  will  now  quote  a  part  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  fourth  chapter 
of  the  Cambridge  Platform.  "  This  voluntary  agreement,  consent,  or 
covenant — although  the  more  express  and  plain  it  is,  the  more  fully  it 
puts  us  in  mind  of  our  mutual  duty  and  stirreth  us  up  to  it — yet  we 
conceive  the  substance  of  it  is  kept,  where  there  is  a  real  agreement 
and  consent  of  a  company  of  faithful  persons  to  meet  constantly  in 
one  congregation  for  the  public  worship  of  God  and  their  mutual  edi- 
fication ;  which  real  agreement  and  consent  they  do  express  by  their 
constant  practice  in  coming  together  for  the  public  worship  of  God 
and  by  their  religious  subjection  unto  the  ordinances  of  God  there ; 
the  rather,  if  we  do  consider  how  scripture  covenants  have  been 
entered  into,  not  only  expressly  by  word  of  mouth,  but  by  sacrifice,  by 
hand-writing  and  seal;  and  also  sometimes  by  silent  consent,  without 
any  writing  or  expression  of  words  at  all."     It  was  plainly  the  opinion 
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of  the  framers  of  the  Platform,  that  it  is  not  essential  to  the  existence 
of  a  Church,  that  there  should  be  any  express,  formal  or  written  cove- 
nant. Silent  consent  without  any  writing  or  expression  of  words  at 
all  is  sufficient.  This  is,  doubtless,  precisely  the  opinion  of  those  who 
are  referred  to  in  the  Result  of  Council.  They  did  not  deny,  that  Chris- 
tians should  be  united  together  in  church-organization  ;  but  they  de- 
nied that  the  precepts  of  Scripture  or  apostolic  practice  required,  that 
the  covenant  which  binds  them  should  be  express  or  formal,  or  a 
written  instrument  with  all  its  precise  and  stringent  phraseology.  And 
this  is  evidently  the  opinion  of  the  framers  of  the  Platform  ;  for,  they 
would  not  have  admitted  for  a  moment,  that  a  silent  and  implied  cove- 
nant would  be  sufficient,  if  the  Scriptures,  in  their  view,  required  a 
formal  and  expressed  one.  Sometimes  the  omission  or  variation  of  a 
word,  in  pretending  to  quote  the  avowed  opinions  of  others,  will  pro- 
duce serious  misrepresentation.  The  "leading  ministers"  whose 
opinions  are  quoted,  not  only  asserted  that  the  Scriptures  no  where 
expressly  require  a  covenant,  but  that  they  no  where  required  an  express 
covenant.  The  stress  of  their  declaration  rests  on  this  word.  It  is 
true,  as  we  have  before  asserted,  that  the  Bible  does  not  expressly 
require  any  covenant ;  but  this  was  not  the  whole  truth  which  was 
asserted,  nor  the  thing  particularly  intended.  The  word  or  a  form  of 
the  word  express,  as  it  was  inserted  but  once  in  the  quoted  declaration, 
is  put  by  the  Council  in  the  wrong  place,  and  varies  the  point  and 
force  of  the  sentiment. 

The  object  of  those  who  made  such  declarations  was,  to  meet  those 
high  notions  of  the  indissoluble  nature  of  the  covenant,  which  their 
opposers  held  in  common  with  the  Council ;  and  not  at  all,  as  the 
Council  represent,  to  deny  that  the  Apostolic  Churches  were  held 
together  by  a  mutual  compact  of  some  kind,  or  that  such  compact  is 
not  necessary  to  a  church-condition.  We  have  seen  that  such  an 
informal,  implied  and  silent  covenant  as  they  suppose,  would  be  per- 
fectly Congregational,  according  to  the  views  of  the  authors  of  the 
Platform,  if  the  Churches  choose  it,  in  preference  to  one  of  a  different 
character.  And  this  the  members  of  the  Conference  quite  naturally 
supposed  went  to  show,  that  the  fathers  of  our  system  did  not  cherish 
those  over-strained  notions  of  the  rigid  nature  of  the  covenant,  which 
have  been  so  confidently  imputed  to  them.  We  have  no  particular 
concern  here  with  the  pertinence  or  force  of  the  argument.  Those 
who  made  use  of  it  are  abundantly  competent  to  defend  themselves; 
but  for  the  Council  to  infer,  that  those  who  employed  it  have  a  less 
high  esteem  of  the  necessity  and  value  of  church-covenants,  or  to 
suppose  that  all  those,  who  cannot  go  with  them  to  the  same  extrava- 
gant lengths,  hold  a  covenant  in  low  estimation, — is  like  the  Romanist 
charging  the  Protestant  with  undervaluing  the  rite  of  baptism,  because 
he  does  not  unscripturally  and  superstitiously  suppose,  that  that  cere- 
mony itself,  by  its  inherent  virtue,  conveys  grace  to  the  soul. 

With  respect  to  the  array  of  authorities  produced  by  the  Council  to 
show,  that  Congregationalism  does  not  admit  of  the  idea  of  a  universal 
Catholic  Church,  independent  of  its  embodiment  in  particular  assem- 
blies, we  have  only  to  add, — that  we  rest  no  part  of  our  argument  on 
the  opinions  which  they  attempt  to  explode. 
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The  Council,  as  we  have  seen,  express  alarm  at  the  dreadfully  da»» 
gerous  tendency  of  our  principles.  We  have  already  made  some 
remarks  on  that  point.  They  further  say,  that  these  theories  of  the 
defenders  of  the  church-dissolving  power,  tend  directly  to  lead  the 
community  to  believe,  that  it  is  of  very  little  consequence  whether  they 
are  members  of  a  particular  Church  or  not,  or  are  in  covenant  or  not, 
and  thus  to  aim  a  blow  at  the  very  vitals  of  our  Churches,  and  utterly 
dissolve  the  bonds  of  the  whole  system. — Now  we  think  we  have 
shown,  that  these  theories  are  a  part  of  the  principles  of  Congrega- 
tionalism, and  if  they  tend  to  such  fearful  results,  the  Council  who 
profess  to  be  such  faithful  adherents  to  the  system  had  better  revise 
their  opinions  on  the  subject  of  church-polity.  What  do  they  propose 
to  do  with  those  provisions  of  our  system,  which  allow  a  majority  by 
withdrawal  to  other  Churches  to  dissolve  their  covenant  with  one  of 
their  associates,  when  charged  with  no  offence,  and  release  themselves 
from  their  watch  and  care,  and  turn  him  adrift  on  the  "cold  world" — 
which  the  Council  insist  cannot  be  done,  without  a  glaring  infringe- 
ment of  Congregational  principles  and  a  flagrant  violation  of  the  most 
solemn  obligations  ?  What  will  they  do  with  the  provision,  which 
allows  two  to  be  treated  in  this  manner,  who  are  almost  as  incapable 
of  performing  the  functions  of  a  Church  as  one  ?  The  Council  either 
admit  these  consequences  from  the  principles  of  our  system  or  they  do 
not.  If  they  do  not  admit  them,  then  let  them  no  longer  assume  to 
be  such  valiant  expounders  and  defenders  of  Congregationalism.  If 
they  do  admit  them,  then  let  them  hold  their  peace  about  the  perni- 
cious tendency  of  our  theories,  and  learn  their  punctuation  table 
better,  than  to  apply  their  interrogation  and  exclamation  points  exclu- 
sively to  us,  when  they  are  quite  as  much  wanted  at  home. 

6.  The  Council,  after  establishing  what  they  confidently  suppose  to 
be  the  fundamental  principles  and  usages  of  Congregationalism,  in  op- 
position to  the  views  of  the  Tabernacle  Church  and  those  who  coincide 
with  them,  and  then  expressing  their  "  undissembled  wonder  and 
astonishment  "  at  the  "  phenomenon,"  as  they  call  it,  which  is  pre- 
sented of  persons  "  claiming  to  be  inspired  by  a  reverence"  for  these 
principles,  and  then  "  engaging  with  all  their  might  in  the  work  of 
destroying  them,"  proceed  to  account  for  the  wonder.  They  profess 
to  have  arrived  at  the  solution.  Timid  and  superstitious  persons  see 
wonderful  objects  in  the  dark,  and  imagine  the  most  astonishing  and 
awful  spectres  in  those  very  things,  which  excite  no  uneasiness  and 
apprehension  in  the  daylight.  Some  persons  who  seem  to  "see  ghosts 
in  trees  and  rocks,"  reason  down  their  imaginations,  and  resolve  the 
awful  phenomena  into  familiar  objects,  whose  outlines  are  imperfectly 
discerned  by  the  eye.  The  Council  seem  to  belong  to  that  class  of 
persons,  who,  instead  of  endeavoring  to  persuade  themselves  that  there 
is  no  ghost,  most  devoutly  believe  in  the  spectre  and  undertake  to 
show  why  it  has  appeared  to  them  !  They  account  for  the  phenom- 
enon in  the  following  manner.  "  Whenever  good  and  intelligent  men 
go  thus  far  astray,  it  is  not  commonly  under  the  influence  of  absolute 
error,  but  of  some  important  truth,  either  partially  apprehended,  or 
applied  out  of  its  proper  sphere.  So  in  the  present  case,  the  advo- 
cates of  these  new  doctrines  profess,  and  we  do  not  doubt  with  sincer- 
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ity,  to  be  swayed  by  a  supreme  regard  to  the  great  principle  that,  in 
a  Congregational  Church,  it  is  the  right  of  the  majority  to  administer 
the  government  according  to  their  will. — But  all  who  attempt  to  defend 
the  proceedings  in  question  by  this  principle,  err  in  both  the  particulars 
above  specified.  In  the  first  place  they  do  but  partially  apprehend  the 
principle  to  which  they  appeal,  and,  in  the  second  place,  they  apply  it 
out  of  its  sphere." 

In  regard  to  the  first  alleged  error  they  say,  that  "  although  the  power 
of  government  undeniably  resides  in  the  majority,  yet  they  can  exercise 
that  power  only  within  given  limits,  and  in  accordance  with  certain 
fixed  principles."  To  what  is  said  on  this  point  we  in  general  accede. 
We  agree  that  there  are  moral  rules  within  which  a  majority  should 
govern  their  proceedings ;  and  that  most  commonly  there  are,  and 
always  ought  to  be,  regulations  to  restrain  and  guide  their  action,  and 
to  prevent  their  becoming  despotic  and  oppressive  in  the  exercise  of 
their  authority.  We  however  do  not  believe,  that  any  act  of  a  majority 
is  necessarily  invalid,  because  it  is  morally  wrong;  and  we  think  that 
the  Council  commit  a  great  mistake,  and  show  a  great  want  of  dis- 
crimination in  regard  to  the  principle,  which  they  lay  down  without 
any  qualification, — that,  whenever  the  majority  of  a  Church  comes  to 
an  erroneous  conclusion  in  the  management  of  its  affairs,  the  act  is  of 
course  null  and  void.  We  cannot,  therefore,  receive  the  reasoning  on 
this  topic  without  some  modification. 

But  when  the  Council  assert,  that  we  do  but  partially  apprehend 
the  right  of  the  majority  to  govern,  because,  as  they  imply,  we  admit 
no  restrictions  upon  this  right,  they  say  what  has  no  foundation  at  all. 
We  adtnit  the  principle  of  limitation  to  the  will  of  majorities  as  really 
as  they  do ;  but  we  have  contended  that  the  majority  are  not  prohibited 
from  disbanding  Churches  by  the  nature  of  Congregational  covenants 
or  any  of  the  principles  of  our  ecclesiastical  system.  We  have  shown, 
that  the  dissolution  of  Churches  in  this  manner,  in  certain  cases,  is 
the  inevitable  result  of  the  operation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Platform 
and  the  acknowledged  principles  of  our  church-polity  ;  that  the  prin- 
ciple of  right  in  the  majority  to  govern  is  in  the  system  ;  that  it  must 
be  there  ;  that  no  received  provisions  have  been  made  to  restrict  its 
operation  to  particular  cases ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  majority  have 
an  ecclesiastical  right  to  apply  their  power  to  all  those  cases,  to  which 
in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion  it  properly  extends.  The  Church 
may  improperly  exercise  this  power  ;  and  so  they  may  all  other  powers 
which  they  possess.  But  the  question  is,  do  they  possess  this  power 
at  all?  The  Council  contend,  that  it  does  not  exist  in  any  form  or 
degree  ;  and  that  it  can  never  be  exercised  in  any  manner,  without  a 
most  palpable  violation  of  the  rights  of  church  members,  and  the  prin- 
ciples of  Congregationalism.  We  think  that  the  Council  have  but  a 
partial  apprehension  of  the  principle  which  they  undertake  to  discuss, 
and  they  have  utterly  failed  of  showing  that  any  law  of  God,  any  cove- 
nant or  natural  right,  any  principle  or  usage  of  our  system,  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  right  of  a  majority  to  disband  a  Church,  where  it  has 
ceased  in  a  great  measure  to  answer  the  ends  for  which  it  was  organ- 
ized. It  is  not  necessary  to  repeat  in  this  place  the  course  of  reason- 
ing which  we  have  pursued  on  this  subject. 
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7.  The  Council  further  say  : — 

But  even  if  it  were  possible  to  admit  the  idea  that  a  bare  majority  could 
disband  the  Church  against  the  wishes  and  protest  of  a  minority,  still  in  this 
case  the  facts  are  such  as  to  show  that  it  has  not  been  regularly  and  properly 
done.  Much  weight  has  been  attached  to  the  fact  that  a  Council  advised  the 
dissolution.  But  in  reply  to  this  it  should  be  said,  that  the  question  was 
never  properly  brought  before  a  Council.  There  was  no  vote  of  the  Church 
to  submit  such  a  question  to  a  Council.  No  one  even  pretends  that  such 
was  the  fact  when  the  Church  decided  to  call  the  Council.  They  voted  to 
call  a  Council  solely  for  the  dismission  of  their  pastor,  Rev.  Mr.  Mann,  and 
appointed  a  Committee  to  prepare  and  send  out  the  letters  missive.  That 
Committee,  unauthorized  by  the  Church,  and  on  their  own  responsibility 
solely,  inserted  the  clause,  "and  to  advise  them  on  other  difficulties."  The 
Church,  therefore,  did  not  call  the  Council  to  advise  on  this  matter,  and  no 
opposition  was  made  to  calling  the  particular  Council  which  met,  because  it 
was  supposed  that  they  would  act  solely  with  reference  to  the  dismission  of 
the  pastor.  Of  this  the  Council  were  informed.  It  was  therefore  out  of  or- 
der for  them  to  recommend  a  dissolution  of  the  Church,  and  their  advice 
ought  to  have  no  weight. 

Suppose  now,  it  should  be  admitted,  that,  in  a  technical  or  strictly 
parliamentary  sense,  it  may  have  been  "out  of  order"  for  the  brethren 
who  dismissed  Rev.  Mr.  Mann,  "  to  recommend"  as  they  did  "  a  dis- 
solution of  the  Church."  Would  it  follow  that  "their  advice  ought  to 
have  no  weight  ?  "  We  have  supposed,  that,  both  in  respect  to  indi- 
viduals and  to  associations  of  individuals,  very  good  and  the  very  best 
advice  may  be  given,  by  those  who  have  the  opportunity  or  the  occa- 
sion, although  such  advice  may  be  neither  requested  nor  desired. 
And  we  do  not  see  how  the  desire  or  the  request,  in  any  case,  can  of 
itself  determine  the  quality  or  value  of  the  advice,  which  may  be  given. 

The  presumption  may  be,  that  when  advice  is  sought,  more  of  care- 
ful consideration  is  likely  to  be  bestowed  upon  the  case  submitted. 
But  if  there  be  evidence,  that  those  who  give  advice,  have  particularly 
attended  to  the  subject,  or  were  entirely  familiar  with  all  the  essential 
facts  and  principles  involved,  then  may  their  advice  be  as  judicious 
and  seasonable  and  important, — as  if  it  had  been  asked  with  the  great- 
est formality  and  importunity.  And  it  may  be  sheer  impertinence  or 
gross  discourtesy  to  treat  it,  as  our  brethren  in  the  Result  before  us, 
seem  too  plainly  disposed  to  treat  the  "  recommendation"  above-men- 
tioned. 

But  we  must  now  say,  that  the  whole  statement,  which  this  Council 
have  adopted,  and  sanctioned,  in  reference  to  this  part  of  the  Howard 
Street  case,  is  evasion  and  prevarication,  at  the  very  best.  What  are 
the  facts?  In  February,  1847,  a  Mutual  Council  assembled  to  con- 
sider the  expediency  of  dissolving  the  pastoral  relation  of  Rev.  Joel 
Mann.  It  was  well  understood,  that  serious  difficulties  existed  ;  and 
for  local  reasons,  the  Tabernacle  and  South  Churches  in  Salem  de- 
clined taking  part  in  the  Council.  Those  who  did  attend,  however, 
were  all  from  the  immediate  neighborhood.  None  others  were  invited. 
And  we  believe,  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  convene  a  more  candid, 
impartial  body  of  ministers  and  laymen,  who,  at  the  same  time,  had  a 
general,  and,  in  the  circumstances,  very  necessary  acquaintance,  with 
the  history  of  Howard  Street  Church,  and  with  the  ecclesiastical  affairs 
of  Salem  and  vicinity. 
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Two  parties  appeared  before  the  Council ;  while  a  portion  of  the 
Church  belonged  to  neither.  A  very  decided  majority  were  opposed  to 
the  proceedings  of  those  few  individuals,  who  were  resolved,  at  all  haz- 
ards, to  compel  the  pastor  to  take  a  dismission.  And  it  is  but  justice 
here  to  say,  that  no  one  of  his  predecessors  had  secured  a  more  general 
respect  in  Salem,  as  a  Christian  and  a  gentleman,  or  is  now  believed 
to  have  exerted  a  happier  influence. 

The  house  of  worship  had  recently  been  repaired,  and  rendered 
was  subscribed  by  the  minority,  from  whom  so  much  was  then  heard, 
more  attractive,  at  an  expense  of  $3,000  ; — of  which  about  a  sixth  part 
and  by  whom  so  much  has  since  been  said  and  done.  This  expense 
was  borne  chiefly  by  a  few  individuals,  with  a  hope,  that,  from  the  in- 
crease of  population,  particularly  in  South  Salem,  the  Society  might 
be  greatly  enlarged.  And  those  who  sustained  by  far  the  heaviest  part 
of  this  outlay  upon  the  house  of  worship,  were  ready  to  make  still 
greater  efforts  and  sacrifices,  if  the  minority  opposed  to  Mr.  Mann, 
would  quietly  retire,  or  would  entirely  cease  from  their  violence  of 
opposition.  Still  it  was  the  conviction  of  the  most,  that  the  prosperity 
of  the  Church  was,  in  any  event,  extremely  doubtful.  And  in  the 
judgment  of  many,  not  connected  with  the  Church  or  Society,  it  would 
have  been  wholly  impracticable  for  the  majority,  if  not  also  for  all  to- 
gether, to  have  much  longer  supported  the  organization  at  Howard 
Street,  with  any  reasonable  warrant  to  anticipate  an  effectual  deliver- 
ance from  existing  embarrassments  and  discouragements. 

There  has  never  been  the  time  when  a  minister  has  been,  or  could 
be  supported,  by  a  tax  on  the  pews  of  the  house  of  worship  in  Howard 
Street,  as  has  been  done  in  other  congregations  in  Salem.  The  Soci- 
ety there  was  far  the  strongest  and  most  flourishing,  during  the  ministry 
of  the  Rev.  Mr.  Williams,  and  just  before  the  secession  which  led  to  the 
formation  of  the  Church  in  Crombie  Street,  in  1832.  But  his  very 
moderate  salary  could  never  be  obtained  promptly.  A  few  individuals 
were  always  obliged  to  make  extra  contributions  to  sustain  the  worship 
of  God  and  the  ordinances  of  the  Gospel,  in  that  house  of  worship 
in  Howard  Street.  And  what  was  the  prospect  before  the  Society,  at 
the  time  of  the  Mutual  Council,  in  February,  i847,  may  be  inferred 
from  the  fact,  that  the  avails  of  taxation  on  the  pews  of  the  house 
were  only  about  $400. 

The  minority  would  make  no  terms  whatever,  which  included  the 
continuance  of  Mr.  Mann,  at  Howard  Street,  They  would  neiiher 
retire,  nor  would  they  remain  content,  leaving  him  in  his  place.  They 
thought,  as  some  of  them  informed  the  Council,  that,  if  the  majority 
should  retire,  the  minority,  aided  by  friends  in  Salem  and  Boston, 
might  be  able  to  sustain  a  pastor,  who  should  be  the  right  kind  of  man 
for  the  place  and  the  times  !  ! 

Two  days  were  spent  in  hearing  the  statements  of  all  persons,  who 
wished  to  be  heard.  The  utmost  latitude  of  remark  was  allowed.  No 
restriction  was  laid  upon  any  one,  which  could  possibly  hinder  a  dis- 
closure or  presentation  of  any  important  fact,  in  its  true  coloring  and 
its  legitimate  bearings.  Dr.  Cooke  was  the  moderator  ;  and  at  the 
close  of  the  meeting  of  the  Council,  thanks  for  his  impartiality  and 
indulgence  were  spontaneously  and  warmly  presented  to  him,  by  some 
of  the  most  active  and  resolute  of  the  minority.     And  this  should  have 
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been  remembered  by  those,  who  have  since  pursued  him  with  such  vir- 
ulence of  vituperation  and  invective.* 

Tlien  it  was,  that  the  real  extremity  of  the  affairs  at  Howard  Street 
was  freely  and  fully  disclosed.  It  was  admitted  by  all,  that  there  was 
little  reason  to  expect  any  better  state  of  things  if  the  pastor  should 
not  be  dismissed  ;— and  whether  any  better  state  of  things  would 
follow  his  dismission  was  as  intricate  a  problem,  as  any  Council  would 
wish  to  be  called  to  solve.  And  here  let  it  be  noted  by  any,  who, 
prejudiced  or  unprejudiced,  are  willing  to  know  the  truth,— that  the 
whole  subject  of  difficulties  in  the  Howard  Street  Church  was  most 
thoroughly  examined.  Urdess  an  investigation  could  be  had,  as  in  a 
question  before  a  legal  tribunal,  where  witnesses  should  testify  under 
oath,  there  could  never  be  a  better  opportunity  afforded  of  reaching 
the  absolute  merits  of  a  controversy,  than  that  which  was  presented  to 
the  Council,  which  was  called  to  decide  upon  the  expediency  of  the 
dismission  of  Mr.  Mann.  .And  as  the  investigation  was  really  con- 
ducted, the  minority  may  be  challenged  to  name  a  single  fact  or  cir- 
cumstance, which  would  be  of  any  weight  in  the  premises,  and  which 
was  not  in  some  way  made  known  or  implied,  during  the  protracted 
and  unrestricted  deliberations  of  the  first  Mutual  Council, — that  of 
February  7,  1847. 

Beside  spending  two  days,  and  no  small  part  of  a  night,  in  laborious 
attention  to  the  difficulties  at  Howard  Street,  this  Council  convened 
again,  after  an  adjournment,  and  spent  a  portion  of  another  day.  It 
was  during  this  adjournment,  that  the  conclusion  was  forced  upon  the 
tnind  of  the  Moderator,  that  the  best  method  of  disposing  of  those 
difficulties  might  be  to  disband  the  Church,  as  well  as  to  dismiss  the 
pastor.  The  suggestion  was  therefore  made,  accompanied  by  a 
written  argument,  at  the  adjourned  meeting,  in  private  session.  But 
no  vote  was  taken  upon  the  point,  nor  did  it  occupy  much  of  the  time 
of  the  Council. 

When  the  Council,  in  private  session,  took  an  informal  expression 
of  opinion,  it  appeared  that  the  major  part  were  inclined  to  vote  for 
the  dismission  of  the  pastor.  "  But,"  as  some  of  themselves  have 
related, 

After  deliberation  it  was  found,  that  this  naked  question  could  not  be 
•settled  separately  from  its  adjuncts.  It  was  seen  that  Mr.  Mann's  dismission, 
on  the  ground  of  a  necessity  so  created,  would  give  an  unreasonable  advan- 
tage to  his  opponents,  without  leaving  the  Church  in  any  better  condition — 
would  add  another  to  the  numerous  examples  of  the  power  of  small  minor- 
ities to  drive  out  a  minister  without  good  cause.  Hence,  though  his  inte- 
rests required  a  dismission,  and  though  the  prospect  of  good  to  the  Church 
in  any  issue  appeared  to  be  small,  the  Council  thought  best  not  to  sanction 
the  dismission,  but  to  apply  to  the  minority  a  practical  test,  and  to  throw  on 
them  the  responsibility  of  standing  before  the  world,  after  a  thorough  show- 
ing of  the  facts,  the  sole  cause  of  the  expected  dismission,  and  the  sole  hin- 
derance  to  the  life  of  the  Church.  It  was  thought  at  least,  that  the  public 
influence  would  be  better,  if  dismission  should  have   its   date   after  the 

*  Have  not  the  late  Council  given  their  sanction  to  the  personal  abuse,  which  has 
been  inflicted  upon  him,  as  if  not  only  "  the  orif^inator  and  advocate  of  new  doc- 
trines," but  as  if  his  connection  with  the  affairs  of  Howard  Street  had  really  been 
unprincipled  and  malignant .'    It  so  appears  to  us. 
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pastor's  opponents  had  had  an  opportunity  to  act  on  the  declared  willingness 
of  the  majority  to  support  him.  This  seemed  the  more  desirable,  since  more 
than  three- fourths*  of  the  ablility  to  support  the  pastor  were  with  the  major- 
ity, and  since  they  had  made  the  most  sacrifices  to  sustain  the  Church.  It 
was  thought  that  if  after  time  had  been  given,  to  see  how  the  minority  would 
act  in  the  case,  they  still  persisted,  the  dismission  would,  in  the  public  eye, 
rest  upon  its  true  grounds.  The  delay  was  prompted,  in  other  words,  by  a 
desire  to  see  if  some  way  would  not  open  for  the  peace  of  the  Church, 
by  a  peaceful  retiring  of  the  hostile  party.  Accordingly  the  Council  con- 
cluded their  Result,  by  exhorting  them  "  to  study  the  things  that  make  for 
peace."  f 

But  the  minority  became  still  more  unyielding.  Every  week  only 
added  to  the  evidence  of  the  entire  hopelessness  of  any  union  between 
them  and  the  majority,  upon  any  such  conditions  as  the  latter  could 
consistently  adopt.  Hence  another  Mutual  Council,  consisting  of 
Churches,  all  of  which  had  been  members  of  the  Council  in  February, 
was  convened  in  April.  To  all  intents  and  purposes,  this  second 
Council  were  the  same  as  if  the  first  had  met  by  adjournment.  They 
ought  to  be  regarded  and  identified,  in  every  respect  but  in  name,  as 
the  same  Council.  Incomparably  more  should  they  be  so  regarded, 
than  the  late  Ex  parte  Council,  at  the  meeting  of  December  18th, 
should  be  considered  the  same  Council,  as  met  December  4th.  And 
if  all  the  Churches  of  the  first  Council  had  been  assembled  in  the 
second,  there  is  not  the  least  reason  to  suppose,  that  there  would  have 
been  any  different  Result. 

The  Letter  Missive  proposed  the  dismission  of  Mr.  Mann,  and 
asked  advice  to  the  Church.  By  a  mere  oversight,  the  Church  did 
not  pass  an  express  vote,  in  regard  to  advice.  The  Committee 
appointed  to  prepare  the  Letter  Missive,  felt  the  importance  of  advice, 
and  had  conference  with  the  pastor  on  the  subject,  and  the  conclusion 
unhesitatingly  was,  that  they  were  authorized  by  usage,  or  a  common 
understanding  in  such  cases,  to  insert  a  specific  request  for  advice. 
This  accordingly  they  did,  and  without  the  least  intention  or  imagina- 
tion of  exceeding  their  powers,  or  encroaching  upon  any  one's  rights. 
Beyond  a  question,  if  the  Committee  had  delayed  the  issue  of  the 
Letters  Missive,  until  a  vote  upon  the  point  could  have  been  taken  in 
the  Church,  a  vote  for  precisely  such  a  letter  as  was  prepared,  would 
have  been  carried  by  an  overwhelming  majority. 

When  the  Council  came  together,  some  slight  objection  was  raised 
by  a  member  or  two  of  the  minority,  on  the  ground  that  the  Commit- 
tee had  exceeded  their  instructions.  But  so  little  was  said  upon  the 
point,  that  four  or  five  out  of  six  of  the  clerical  members  of  the 
Council  were  afterwards  wholly  at  a  loss,  in  determining,  not  only 
what  was  actually  said,  but  whether  any  thing  at  all  was  said,  which 
could  have  engaged  the  distinct  attention  of  the  Council.  We  sup- 
pose the  same  to  be  true  of  the  delegates.  Certain  it  is,  that  the 
objection  in  question  had  no  prominence  whatever  before  the 
body,  —  notwithstanding  what  would  be  inferred  from  the  unquali- 
fied, vehement,  and   many  times  reiterated  declarations,  which  have 

*  The  amount  was  here  very  much  underrated, 
t  Congregationalist,  Dec.  7, 1849. 
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since  been  made  by  individuals  of  the  minority  and  by  those  in  their 
interest.* 

The  business  of  the  Council  was  delayed  by  it  a  few  minutes  only,  at 
the  farthest.  The  Church  never  disowned  the  doings  of  the  Com- 
mittee. On  the  contrary,  earnest  desires  were  expressed,  that  the  Coun- 
cil should  give  advice,  according  to  their  best  judgment,  in  view  of 
the  deplorable  state  of  alienation.  And  it  never  entered  the  mind 
of  any  one  of  the  Council,  that  they  would  be  "  travelling  out  of  the 
record,"  or  be  taking  cognizance  of  matters  foreign  to  their  commis- 
sion, if  they  should  give  the  advice  which  they  did.  It  seems  to  us, 
therefore,  neither  accordant  with  truth,  nor  with  Christian  fairness,  to 
state,  as  so  often  has  been  stated,  that  this  second  Mutual  Council 
had  no  right  to  attend  to  any  other  business,  than  simply  to  dismiss 
the  Rev.  Joel  Mann. 

With  a  "  full  history  of  the  other  Council  in  mind,  this  Second 
Council  began  their  hearing  of  facts."  And  for  any  one  to  say,  that 
this  Council  had  not  the  facts  before  them — all  the.  facts  necessary  to 
be  known — can  be  explained  only  by  an  inexcusable  ignorance  of  their 
proceedings,  or  by  the  allowance  of  a  species  of  fiction,  in  which 
Christian  men  cannot  honorably  indulge. 

There  were  no  new  facts  lo  be  investigated,  except  in  regard  to  the 
course  which  had  been  taken  by  the  parties,  since  the  members  of 
Council,  in  the  February  previous,  heard  all  their  details  of  the  diffi- 
culties between  individuals  of  the  Church,  and  between  individuals 
and  the  pastor.  Those  difficulties  began  several  years  before.  But  as 
brought  before  the  Council  they  were  specially  connected  with  a  con- 
flict or  strife  between  members  of  the  minority  and  of  the  majority, 
respecting  an  alleged  omission  of  the  pastor  to  do  what  it  was  said  that 
he  had  pledged  himself  to  do,  at  the  time  when  Mr.  Lovejoy  was 
desired  by  some  of  the  minority  to  repeat,  at  Hov.'ard  Street,  his  fune- 
ral eulogy  upon  Mr.  Torrey.  If  any  indiscretions  or  mistakes  had 
been  committed,  by  the  pastor  or  his  personal  friends,  which  we  think 
should  be  acknowledged,  there  was  yet  evidence  most  palpable,  that 
both  the  pastor  and  his  friends  had  received  much  "  provocation,"  be- 
side that  which  leads  "  to  love  and  good  works."  And,  in  general, 
the  proceedings  of  members  of  the  minority  admit  of  no  justification 
or  excuse,  even  if  they  had  been  entirely  in  the  right — as  we  cannot 
concede  that  they  were — at  the  beginning  of  the  conflict.  But  what- 
ever might  have  been  the  origin  of  the  existing  state  of  dissension, — 
whatever  occurrences  or  influences  had  aggravated  or  complicated  the 
points  in  controversy, — the  Church  as  a  body  appeared  to  the  Council 
in  the  condition  of  a  paiient,  whose  physician  finds  him  in  a  most 
critical  or  fatal  extremity  ;  and  who  must  administer  to  the  disease  as 

*  It  was  remarked  by  the  Moderator,  that  it  was  competent  for  the  Council  to 
give  advice  to  a  Church,  if  they  saw  fit,  even  though  the  Letter  Missive  had  not 
specifically  requested  it.  Some  time  afterwards,  when,  at  successive  meetings  of 
the  Conference,  he  wa?  charged,  not  very  courteously,  with  having  said,  "  tliat  it 
■made  no  sort  of  difference,  whether  advice  was  asked  or  notj" — he  twice  repelled  the 
charge,  by  an  emphatic  denial.  He  understood  the  speaker  as  repoiling  him  to 
have  said,  or  to  have  implied,  that  it  was  not  necessaiy  in  calling  a  Council  to 
specify  the  business  of  the  Council ;  and  besides,  he  had  entirely  forgotten  what  he 
did  say  upon  the  competency  of  a  Council,  in  regard  to  advice. 
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it  now  is,  whether  the  patient  is,  or  is  not,  chargeable  with  any  known 
imprudence  or  criminality  in  the  management  of  his  health. 

We  make  these  statements  and  comments  thus  freely  and  ingenu- 
ously ;  for  our  aim  is,  not  to  write  a  single  line,  which  is  suited  to 
convey  an  impression  against  the  real  truth  of  facts.  And  we  are  not 
conscious  of  the  slightest  wish  or  temptation  to  conceal  any  thing,  for 
the  sake  of  more  effectually  vindicating  either  the  advice  of  the  Coun- 
cil to  disband  the  Howard  Street  Church,  or  the  dissolving  act  by  the 
majority.* 

It  is  most  important  also  to  consider,  that  the  difficulties  of  the 
Church  had  not  been  out  of  mind,  in  the  intervening  period  between 
the  two  Councils  ;  but  divers  circumstances  had  led  some  of  the  mem- 
bers in  particular,  to  ponder  with  much  solicitude  the  questions  of  ex- 
pediency and  of  duly  which  had  been  suggested.  And  if  the  brethren 
associated  in  that  Council  could  not  be  trusted  to  give  advice,  on  any 
subject  whatever,  pertaining  to  our  ecclesiastical  order,  there  has  yet 
been  no  Ex  parte  Council,  and  never  can  be,  whose  members  can 
claim  any  title  to  be  trusted,  in  a  revision  of  their  proceedings. 

The  minority  were  present  in  full  strength  and  fearlessness,  to  urge 
their  measures  and  pretensions.  They  were  as  "  swift"  to  "  speak" 
as  "slow"  to  "hear."  They  fought  for  their  positions  as  if  the 
brethren  on  the  other  side  were  personal  enemies,  with  whom  there 
never  could  be  peace.  There  was  excitement  among  the  majority  ; 
and,  with  all  the  effort  which  was  used  to  let  "  moderation  be  known," 
it  was  now  more  than  ever  made  manifest,  that  the  two  parties,  which 
so  confronted  each  other,  could  not  be  reconciled,  so  as  to  be  "  breth- 
ren beloved,"  without  a  marvellous  change. 

"  Can  you  not  be  reconciled  and  go  on  together  in  harmony,"  was 
in  substance  the  question  put  to  the  foremost  speaker  of  the  minority. 
The  prompt  and  vehement  answer  was  "No.  Unless  there  should  he 
a  miracle  from  heaven  !  "  And,  "  No,"  was  the  answer  of  the  same 
individual  to  the  question,  "  Whether  in  any  case  the  minority  would 
leave  ?  "  "  What  if  the  majority  should  say  the  same  ?  "  "  We  will 
stay  and  burn  out,  as  toe  have  done,  for  the  hist  nine  months  !  "  May 
"  the  spirit  of  Christ"  save  other  Churches  from  the  fanaticism — the 
"  DEVOURING  FiKE  "  of  abolitiouism  ! 

Both  parties  agreed,  that  their  covenant  had  been  violated,f  and 
that  proper  discipline,  under  present  and  prospective  circumstances, 
was  wholly  impracticable.  It  was  not  that  the  majority  were 
averse  to  the  discharge  of  duty,  in  this  respect ;  but  because  of 
the   various    difficulties    which    were   liable   to   be    encountered,    and 

*  Any  more  minute  particulars,  we  think,  it  would  not  be  proper  to  ^ive.  From 
what  we  have  now  stated,  our  readers  may  perceive,  that  the  difficulties  were  of 
that  lamentable  character,  in  which  crimination  and  recrimination  are  most  abun- 
dant ;  and  in  regard  to  which  the  fi'iends  of  either  party  are  liable  to  be  misled  and 
unintentionally  to  deceive  themselves  and  others.  And  that  the  public  have  need 
to  know  nothing  of  the  details  upon  this  part  of  the  subject,  appears  to  have  been 
the  judgment  even  of  the  late  Ex  parte  Council.     We  coincide  in  opinion. 

t  "  You  also  engage  to  walk  in  communion  with  this  Church  so  long  as  you  con- 
tinue a  member  of  it,  and  "  -^  0C?=  by  walking  in  love  with  all  its  members, 
avoiding  divisions,  strife,  envyings,  and  every  occasion  of  oifence ;  doing  all  things 
without  murmuring  and  disputing,  exercising  towards  its  members  a  spirit  of  meek- 
ness, forgiveness  and  faithfulness,"  &c. 
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of  the  consequent  unwillingness  of  some  to  go  forward  with  a 
complaint,  or  to  witness  the  painful  scenes,  which  they  could  not  but 
anticipate.  These  remarks  should  suffice  for  a  reply  to  various  self- 
complacent  insinuations  and  imputations  of  the  late  Council,  in  regard 
to  this  point.  The  matter-of-fact  is  indisputable.  And  if  there  was 
an  apparent  inconsistency  or  impropriety,  in  the  advice  of  the  Mutual 
Council  to  provide  for  a  regular  transfer  of  membership  for  all,  or  in 
the  action  of  the  majority  agreeably  to  such  advice,  is  it  not  possible 
for  a  man  of  candor  to  find  some  satisfactory  explanation  ? 

After  attending  to  every  point,  which  could  be  of  the  smallest  advan- 
tage for  a  just  and  wise  decision,  the  Mutual  Council  closed  their 
painful  work  by  a  Result, — first,  dismissing  the  pastor,  and  secondly, 
advising  the  Church  to  disband.  For  ourselves,  we  think  that  it  "  was 
in  order  for  them  to  recommend  a  dissolution  of  the  Church,"  and  that 
"  their  advice  ought  to  have  "  had  "  weight  "  ! 

Of  the  various  allegations  of  the  Result,  in  respect  to  the  Mutual 
Council  which  advised  the  Howard  Street  Church  to  dissolve,  we 
shall  not  speak  as  we  might.  It  is  said,  for  instance,  that  "the  thing 
which  the  Council  deemed  expedient,  was  in  some  way  to  get  rid  of 
this  Church  as  it  was  then  organized,  in  order  that  a  new  one  might 
be  organized  in  its  place,  in  which  a  portion  of  the  materials  should 
be  better  and  the  whole  Church  be  better  put  together.  All  this  the 
Council  expressly  avow."     (Result,  p.  18.) 

Now  we  undertake  to  say,  that  the  Council  do  NOT  "  expressly 
avow  all  this  ;  "  and  further  that,  the  Council  never  had  a  thought  of 
"  a  new  organization  "  of  members  of  Howard  Street  Church,  to 
occupy  that  place  of  worship.  From  some  things  which  were  known 
to  members  of  the  Council,  in  regard  to  the  increase  of  population  in 
South  Salem,  and  the  opinions  which  were  entertained  by  some  mem- 
bers of  Howard  Street  Church,  in  common  with  members  of  other 
Churches,  it  was  thought  to  be  very  probable,  that  a  new  Congrega- 
tional Church  might,  at  some  time  not  very  remote,  be  deemed  expe- 
dient, and  be  located  in  that  part  of  the  city,  or  in  some  place  where 
a  house  of  worship  would  have  advantages  over  any  one  which  now 
exists.  It  was  also  thought,  that,  perhaps,  the  Methodist  Society  in 
Union  Street  would  purchase  the  Howard  Street  meeting-house.*  If 
not,  there  might  be,  in  a  few  years,  some  unforeseen  changes  and 
events,  which  would  not  leave  the  house  to  emptiness  and  desolation. 
And  expressing  themselves,  far  more  according  to  their  general  hopes 
and  good  wishes,  than  any  definite  expectations,  the  brethren  of  that 
Council  did  indeed  say, — "  If  the  proprietors  of  the  meeting-house 
see  fit  to  close  it  awhile  and  wait  for  the  movements  of  Providence, 
we  feel  persuaded  that  the  time  will  soon  come  when  the  way  will  be 
made  to  open  it  under  better  auspices.  A  new  organization  formed 
for  the  purpose,  would,  of  course,  stand  clear  of  most  of  the  embar- 
rassments of  the  present." 

We  are  authorized  by  the  brotherf  who  wrote  these  sentences,  to 
affirm  most  emphatically,  that  he  had  not  the  least  idea  of  any  organ- 

*  After  the  dissolution  of  the  Church  there  was  a  negotiation  on  this  subject, 
which  was  interrupted  by  the  conflicting  movements  of  the  minority. 
f  Rev.  Mr.  Lawrence,  of  Maiblehead. 
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ization  from  the  memhcrs  vf  the  Howard  Street  Church,  as  the  "  neio 
organization  "  which  might  be  formed.  And  without  the  slightest 
reservation  or  qualification,  we  also  affirm,  that  the  idea  of  any  design 
"  to  get  rid  "  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  as  "  then  organized,  that 
a  new  one  might  be  organized  in  its  place,"  was  not  entertained  hy  a 
single  member  of  that  Council,  which  advised  the  dissolution  !  And 
those  brethren,  who  are  as  worthy  of  as  much  respect,  every  way,  as 
any  of  the  authors  of  the  Result  which  we  are  reviewing,  might  just 
as  well  be  wantonly  charged  with  the  crime  of  parricide  or  of  suicide, 
as  of  the  conspiracy,  which  has  been  clandestinely  alleged  against 
them,  to  break  up  the  Howard  Street  Church,  in  order  to  throw  out 
into  the  world,  or  "  get  rid  of'  a  certain  undesirable  "  portion  of  the 
materials  "  of  that  Church.  Although  it  is  said  with  so  much  confi- 
dence in  the  Result,  that  "  it  is  admitted  by  oil,  that  a  Church,  and 
the  worship  and  ordinances,  ought  to  be  sustained  in  Howard  Street," 
we  deny  the  statement,  most  positively  and  absolutely. 

To  this  point  we  may  advert  in  another  connection.  And  we  will 
now  only  add,  that  this  late  Ex  parte  Council  are  the  last  of  all  men, 
who  should  urge  the  objection  to  "  the  dissolving  act  of  Howard  Street 
Church,"  that  it  "was  improperly  recommended  by  the  Council  which 
advised  it ;  the  Church  not  having  voted  to  submit  any  such  question 
to  them  for  advice."  What  jurii^diction  had  this  Ex  parte  Council, 
in  respect  to  proceedings  of  the  Essex  South  Conference  1  Or  what 
authority  had  they  to  revise  the  doings  of  the  Mutual  Council,  ichich 
advised  the  dissolution  of  Hoioard  Street  Church?  And  by  what 
right  did  they  adjudicate  upon  the  case  of  Ezckiel  Goss  ? 

When  Dr.  Albro  pressed  upon  his  associates  in  Council  the  palpable 
evidence,  that  they  had  no  case  properly  before  them,  in  the  matter 
of  Mr.  Goss, — the  delegate  from  Middleborough,  evidently  feeling  the 
pressure  to  be  too  stringent,  moved  that  the  case  of  Mr.  Goss  should 
be  passed  over,  and  that  the  Council  should  proceed  to  take  up  the 
Howard  Street  question.  But  some  of  them  doubtless  saw,  that  if  they 
should  admit  that  they  had  no  case  in  respect  to  Mr.  Goss  personally, 
they  could  not  have  the  shadow  of  an  apology  for  considering  this 
question  of  the  Howard  Street  minority.  But  they  had  no  case ;  and 
if  Mr.  Goss  had  desired  to  be  recommended  to  Crombie  Street  Church, 
that  Council,  we  venture  to  aflirm,  would  never  have  had  an  existence. 
Or  if  the  Council  had  met,  they  would  as  soon  have  followed  Mr.  Goss 
to  California,  as  have  passed  the  votes  which  they  did  in  respect  to 
him. 

They  have  said,  with  much  truth,  but  very  poor  consistency,  that 
"*  any  other  discipline  than  Christian  discipline  is  a  thousand  times 
worse  than  no  discipline."  And  in  our  judgment,  "  any  other"  Re- 
sult than  a  Result  the  very  opposite  of  theirs,  is  much  more  than  "a 
thousand  times  worse  than  none." 

8.  The  Council  insist,  that  if  their  reasoning  on  the  abstract  ques- 
tion were  inconclusive,  and  if  it  could  be  proved  that  the  act  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church  in  dissolving  were  valid,  on  the  general  princi- 
ples of  the  case,  yet  it  is  "  null  and  void,"  on  account  of  the  erroneous 
mode  in  which  it  was  done.  Fourteen  rules,  it  seems,  had  been  adopted 
by  that  Church,  to  regulate  the  management  of  its  concerns.  These 
rules  respected  the  form  of  government,  admissions  and  dismissions, 
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discipline,  stated  meetings  of  the  Church,  observing  the  Lord's  Supper, 
&c.  Among  these  rules  was  the  following.  "No  alterations  shall  be 
made  in  any  of  the  foregoing  rules,  unless  at  a  regular  meeting  for 
business,  it  having  been  proposed  in  writing  one  week  previously,  and 
two-thirds  of  the  members  present  voting  for  it."  The  reasoning  of 
the  Result  on  this  subject  is,  that, 

If  the  Church  forbade  altering  even  a  regulation  as  to  the  time  of  the 
Lord's  Supper,  or  observing  a  monthly  concert,  except  by  a  vote  of  two- 
thirds,  and  after  a  week's  written  notice,  much  more  did  they  forbid  the  dis- 
solution of  the  Church  by  the  votes  of  a  mere  majority,  and  without  any  such 
written  notice,  or  any  public  notice  at  all.  Moreover,  by  dissolving  the 
Church,  the  rules  as  to  the  observance  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  of  church-meet- 
ings, of  monthly  concerts,  and  of  all  other  services,  and  every  other  rule, 
would  be  virtually  repealed.  If  then  that  cannot  be  done  indirectly  which 
the  law  forbids  to  be  done  directly,  surely  a  vote  to  dissolve  the  Church, 
passed  by  merely  a  small  and  accidental  majority,  and  without  any  previous 
written  notice  at  all,  is  on  every  principle,  both  of  law  and  equity,  null  and 
void.  Yet  the  legal  notice  was  never  given,  nor  did  two- thirds  at  last  vote 
for  the  dissolution. 

This  consideration  is  of  itself  absolutely  decisive.  It  is  abundantly  suffi- 
cient to  settle  the  case.  If  we  had  no  other  ground  of  declaring  the  dis- 
banding vote  null  and  void,  this  would  be  all  that  we  need. 

By  some  very  peculiar  talent  of  seeing  things  unseen,  more  than 
"  things  which  do  appear,"  our  brethren  of  the  Council  have  re- 
vealed to  us  their  greatest  idea,  in  their  application  of  "  the  eleventh 
rule  "  of  the  Howard  Street  Church.  This  rule  alone  they  vauntingly 
put  forth,  as  "  abundantly  sufficient  to  settle  the  case."  And  from 
their  whole  manner  of  speech,  utterly  deceived  as  they  are,  we  think 
it  not  unlikely  that  some  of  their  readers  have  supposed,  that  there 
must  be  something  in  it  "  absolutely  decisive,"  *  in  the  particular 
case  of  Howard  Street  Church. 

On  the  supposition  that  the  Council  are  correct  in  their  construction 
of  the  rule  in  question,  we  have  to  say,  that  they  confound  what  the 
Church  did  do  in  a  certain  case,  with  what  would  have  been  done,  or 
what  consistency  required  them  to  do,  in  certain  other  cases,  if  they 
had  anticipated  such  cases  and  made  provision  accordingly.  The  ma- 
jority of  a  Church  were  held,  legally  and  ecclesiastically,  by  such  rules 
only  as  had  been  actually  made.  They  were  not  bound  by  regulations 
which  had  not  come  into  existence;  and  which  they  might  think  that 
the  Church  would  have  adopted,  if  they  had  seen  fit  to  consider  the 
subjects  to  which  such  regulations  might  properly  apply.  What  a  prin- 
ciple is  that  for  which  the  Council  contend,  in  the  present  case  !  Hov? 
would  it  do  in  general  practice  ? 

There  is  no  Legislature  which  fully  carries  out  all  the  principles  of 
its  legislation.  The  same  reasons,  which  lie  at  the  foundation  of  some 
of  their  laws,  require  them,  if  they  would  be  consistent,  to  enact  other 

*  "  Nothing  is  more  common,"  says  Andrew  Fuller,  "than  for  the  most  false  and 
pernicious  doctrines  to  be  advanced  with  a  boldness,  which  stuns  the  minds  of  the 
simple  and  induces  a  doubt:  '  Surely  I  must  be  in  the  wrong,  and  they  in  the  right, 
or  they  would  not  be  so  confident!  '"  How  much  more  likely  to  "  stun  the  minds 
of  the  simple,"  are  such  astounding  asseverations,  as  those  of  the  men,  who  have 
written  or  sanctioned  this  Result ! 
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laws.  There  may  exist  more  powerful  considerations  for  framing 
additional  statutes.  But  no  one  is  legally  bound  to  govern  his  actions 
by  such  regulations,  till  they  are  actually  ordained.  Some  laws  totally 
fail  of  their  object,  because  they  are  unskillfully  framed.  Other  enact- 
ments which  might  have  been  made,  and  which  would  have  been,  if 
the  Legislature  had  possessed  more  foresight  and  comprehensive  wis- 
dom, are  needed  to  secure  the  objects  of  the  laws  as  they  are.  But  no 
citizen  is  bound  to  provide/br  legidative  defects,  and  govern  himself 
by  other  rules  than  those  which  he  finds  in  existence. 

The  fact  is  in  regard  to  the  Howard  Street  Church,  that  all  those 
rules,  the  alteration  of  which  they  prohibited  unless  sanctioned  by  a 
vote  of  two-thirds,  might  have  been  changed  at  any  time,  by  vote  of 
the  majority.  The  eleventh  rule  provides,  that  none  of  the  foregoing 
rules  shall  be  modified,  except  in  the  manner  it  prescribes  ;  but  it  dues 
not  include  itself  within  the  number.  And  it  would  have  been  compe- 
tent for  "  an  accidental  majority  "  at  any  meeting  to  rescind  the  rule, 
and  then  immediately  to  have  changed  any  one,  or  all  the  others,  in 
any  manner  they  chose.  It  will  be  said,  that  this  would  have  violated 
the  intentions  of  the  Church  in  making  the  regulation,  and  defeated 
the  very  purpose  of  the  provision.  No  doubt  it  would.  But  none  of 
the  regulations  already  made  would  have  been  contravened  by  such  an 
act,  and  there  would  have  been  technically  and  legally  no  impediment 
to  such  a  course.  If  the  Church  failed  through  inadvertence  to  make 
sufficiently  complete  arrangements  to  secure  their  object,  they  were 
liable  to  the  consequences  of  their  defective  caution. 

Further  :  as  the  majority  of  the  Church  were  not  held  by  "  the 
eleventh  rule"  from  passing  a  disbanding  vote,  they  were  left  at  liberty 
to  pursue  such  a  course,  as  they  thought  expedient  in  relation  to  the 
matter.  They  certainly  were  morally  bound  to  act  with  deliberation — 
to  avoid  all  hasty  action,  to  take  measures  to  secure  a  fair  and  full  ex- 
pression of  the  views  of  the  Church  on  so  important  a  measure.  But 
they  were  not  bound  to  do  this  in  the  particular  manner  upon  which 
the  Council  insist,  because  the  eleventh  rule  did  not  apply,  and  was  not 
designed  to  apply  to  the  subject. 

The  question  for  us,  as  candid  and  Christian  men,  is,  not  whether 
the  action  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  was  technically  in  order,  or 
exactly  conformed  to  the  letter  of  any  existing  rules  or  regulations; 
but  lohether  the  action  was  in  accordance  with  the  principle  and  the 
spirit  of  any  particular  rule  or  regulation.  In  thousands  of  cases. 
Churches  in  doing  business  do  not  proceed  agreeably  to  prescribed 
forms  or  the  best  modes  of  proceeding.  But  are  their  votes  "  null  and 
void"  in  consequence?  By  no  means.  If  our  readers  will  follow  us 
patiently,  they  will  find  that  in  the  proceedings  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church,  much  more  loas  actually  dune  to  secure  a  deliberate  judgment 
of  the  members— a  full  and  complete  expression  of  the  ivill  of  the 
Church  — than  would  have  been  done,  if  the  members  had  thought  ever 
so  much  of  their  "eleventh  rule"  as  applying  to  the  case,  and  had 
distinctly  purposed  to  apply  it  to  the  veriest  letter.  And  sure  we  are, 
that  in  declaring  the  "  act "  of  the  Church  to  have  been  "  very  rash 
and  improvident,"  and  in  making  other  statements  of  the  kind,  the 
Council  themselves  have  occasion  to  think  of  the  proverb, — Physician^ 
heal  thyself. 
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Let  us  examine  this  "  eleventh  "  rule.  It  provided,  (1)  that  "  no 
alteration  should  be  made  in  any  o^  the  foregoing  rules, — (2)  unless  at 
a  regular  meeting  for  business, —  (3)  it  having  been  proposed  in  writing 
one  week  previously, — (4)  and  two-thirds  of  the  members  present 
voting  for  it." 

First,  then,  the  rule  had  no  reference  to  any  other  subject,  or  any 
other  business,  than  what  pertained  to  "  alterations  of  foregoing  rules." 
It  could  not  apply,  as  we  have  just  said,  and  was  never  designed  to 
apply  to  any  other  subject  or  business.  And  the  grave  and  solemn 
reasoning  a  fortiori,  that  the  Church  could  not  be  dissolved,  because 
"  the  rules  as  to  the  Lord's  Supper,  or  observing  a  monthly  concert, 
and  of  all  other  services,  and  every  other  rule,  would  be  virtually  re- 
pealed,"— is  about  the  shallowest  sophism,  which  could  have  been 
invented. 

In  the  second  place,  the  rule  required  that  every  "  alteration  of  the 
foregoing  rules"  should  be  "  made  at  a  regular  meeting  for  business," 
In  some  of  the  Churches  of  Salem,  the  regular  business  meeting  is 
that  which  is  held  the  week  previous  to  the  "  Preparatory  Lecture." 
At  Howard  Street,  business  was  done  without  much  regard  to  such  an 
arrangement,  and  at  any  meeting.  And  if  any  business  had  been  pre- 
viously announced,  or  notified,  the  meeting  would  be  called  "a  regular 
meeting  for  business,"  O^/^  In  no  case  was  a  "  written  notice " 
required,  or  ever  given  !  And  any  vote  could  be  passed,  without  any 
such  notice  to  make  it  "  legal  "  or  valid. 

In  the  third  place,  the  rule  made  it  the  duty  of  any  member  wish- 
ing an  alteration  of  rules,  to  "  propose"  the  same  "  m  writing"  one 
week  previous.  In  other  words,  he  was  to  state  on  paper,  what  "  alter- 
ations "  he  "  proposed,"  as  well  as  intimate  his  wishes  by  word  of 
mouth.  Just  as  in  doing  any  business  which  is  to  be  a  matter  of  re- 
cord, some  Churches  always  require  of  a  member,  to  put  a  motion 
or  resolution  "  z w  toriting."     The  reasons  are  self-evident. 

Although  prepared  for  almost  any  error  of  statement  or  any  absurd- 
ity in  the  logic  of  this  Result — after  we  had  read  a  few  of  the  first 
pages, — we  could  scarcely  believe  our  own  witness,  that  such  a  palpa- 
ble error,  if  we  may  not  say,  pitiable  blunder,  could  have  been  com- 
mitted, by  interpreting  this  "eleventh  rule,"  as  if  it  required  "  a  writ- 
ten notice"  of  a  meeting  for  an  alteration  of  other  rules!  The 
'^writing"  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  "notice"  of  a  meeting;  any 
more  than  it  would  have  had,  if  the  Church  had  said  nothing  at  all  of 
an  alteration  being  "  proposed  one  week  previously  ''  Not  a  word  is 
said  in  the  rule,  respecting  "  notice  "  of  any  kind  whatever! 

But  the  Council  in  their  comments,  have  seen  fit  to  speak  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  in  the  vote  to  dissolve,  as 
being  what  "the  law  fokbids,"  and  as  without  "legal  notice." 
Their  language  appears,  as  if  they  here  confounded  the  Church  with 
the  Proprietors  of  the  house  of  worship,  and  reasoned  concerning 
the  business  of  the  Church,  as  if  under  the  same  legal  restrictions, 
as  business  of  the  Proprietors.  They  do  the  same  elsewhere.  And 
as  if  this  "eleventh  rule"  was  like  a  Statute  of  the  Commonwealth, 
or  was  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  land,  requiring  written  notices,  with 
other  forms  to  legalize  certain  meetings,  the  Council  have  "  settled 
the  case  "  against  the  majority  of  Howard  Street  Church!     Because, 
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forsooth,  these  did  not  give  "a  week's  written  notice"  and  "  </tc 
legal  notice  "  of  the  meeting,  when  they  voted  to  dissolve  the  Church  \\ 

If  this  construction  of  the  "eleventh  rule,"  and  the  argument  from 
it,  could  have  originated  in  the  mind  of  some  wily  politician,  or  vet- 
eran practitioner  at  the  bar,  well  versed  in  the  arts  of  "  professional 
license,"  and  not  over-scrupulous  in  stating  facts  and  expounding  stat- 
utes, we  could  easily  account  for  both  the  one  and  the  other.  As  it 
is,  we  must  suppose,  that  some  member  of  the  Council  suggested  it, 
as  a  very  great  idea,  and  perfectly  original. 

But,  in  the  fourth  place,  the  rule  which  we  have  been  considering, 
required  that  "  two-thirds  of  the  members  present"  should  "  vote  for" 
any  "  alteration"  that  should  be  made  in  the  ten  "  foregoing  rules." 
And  the  Council  say,  "  if  that  cannot  be  done  indirectly  which  the  law 
forbids  to  be  done  directly,  surely  a  vote  to  dissolve  the  Church,  passed 
by  merely  a  small  and  accidental  majority,  without  any  previous  writ- 
ten notice  at  all,  is  on  every  principle,  both  of  law  and  equity,  null 
and  void." 

They  had  said  in  a  previous  part  of  the  Result,  "  This  new  doctrine 
teaches  us  that  a  mere  majority  of  the  brethren,  at  a  given  meeting  of 
the  Church,  although  a  minority  of  all  the  brethren  of  the  Church, 
and  a  very  small  minority  of  all  the  members,  can,  by  a  single  vote, 
make  every  member  no  member  of  that  or  any  other  Church."  If 
the  Council  mean,  that  any  of  the  members  of  the  Essex  South  Con- 
ference hold  any  such  doctrine,  the  charge  is  absolutely  and  entirely 
false.     They  then  add  : 

We  do  not  doubt  that  those  who  are  ignorant  of  the  facts  of  this  case,  will 
read  this  statement  with  inexpressible  surprise,  and  perhaps  with  no  small 
degree  of  incredulity.  It  will  seem  to  them  impossible  that  intelligent 
Christian  men,  much  more,  leading  and  influential  ministers  in  our  Churches 
could,  by  any  course  of  influences,  be  led  to  assume  such  a  position.  Yet 
we  have  simply  stated  what  an  accidental  majority  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church  profess  to  have  done,  what  leading  ministers  claim  that  they  had  a 
right  to  do  ;  and  still  more  wonderful  the  right  to  do  which  they  still  contend 
for,  as  essential  to  the  independence  and  inalienable  rights  of  our  Churches] 
The  simple  and  undeniable  facts  of  the  case  are  these.  The  Howard  Street 
Church,  at  the  time  when  the  Council  advised  their  dissolution,  consisted  of 
one  hundred  and  seventy  members,  fifty  of  whom  were  males.  At  the  time 
of  the  disbanding  vote,  most,  if  not  all  of  these  were  still  members  of  the 
Church,  for,  although  some  had  taken  letters  to  other  Churches,  they  had  not 
been  received.  This  Church,  on  the  evening  of  May  4,  1847,  by  a  vote  of 
seventeen  males,  was  declared  to  be  dissolved,  in  accordance  with  the  advice 
of  a  Mutual  Council. 

There  is  miach  more  also  of  the  same  kind  in  this  document,  which, 
ever  and  anon,  opens  upon  us  a  paragraph,  that  for  a  season  makes  us 
feel,  as  if  in  a  '*  cloud  of  Lilliputian  arrows,"  which  have  the  most  pro- 
voking stings  of  annoyance,  although  otherwise  powerless  and  harmless. 

According  to  the  Council,  then,  seventeen  male  members  out  of 
fifty,  by  a  major  vote  of  seven  at  a  meeting  of  twenty-seven,  passed  an 
act  to  dissolve  a  Church  of  170  members  1  It  is  most  distinctly  implied, 
that  the  vote  was  not  at  all  anticipated  by  the  brethren  as  a  body  ; — 
and  that  if  it  had  been,  no  such  act  could  possibly  have  passed  1  And, 
<3ver  and  over  again,  has  it  been  asserted  or  intimated,  that  those  votiag 
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as  the  majority  tverc  really  the  minority  !  In  the  name  of  reason,  we 
ask,  what  it  was  which  prevented  the  "  ten,''  who  were  in  the  negative, 
from  summoning  together,  at  an  early  day,  all  the  absentees, — to  re- 
verse or  annul  that  "  one  "potent  vote  of  seventeen  men,"  by  which  "  all 
bonds  have  been  sundered,  all  ties  cut,  and  every  individual  ivho  was 
once  a  member  of  the  Church,  jluats  as  a  solitary  atom  on  the  surface 
of  the  ocean  of  this  cold  world''  !  And  in  the  name  of  truth,  we 
ask,  why  it  was  that  those  "  seventeen," — if  only  "  a  mere  majority  of 
the  brethren,  at  a  given  meeting  of  the  Church," — should  have  been 
recognized  at  the  time,  as  in  every  sense,  the  indisputable  representa- 
tives of  fZtc  actucd,  and  not  the  "accidental"  or  the  "  very  small" 
majority  of  the  members,  who  could  have  been  present,  if  duly  noti- 
fied ?     Have  some  men  lost  their  senses,  and  has  their  "  reason  fled"? 

The  Result  of  the  Council  advising  the  dissolution  of  the  Church, 
was  given  Wednesday,  April  14,  1847.  The  evening  previous  was 
the  time  of  the  regular  church  meeting  ;  and  in  anticipation  of  the 
Result,  which  would  of  course  require  some  action  of  the  Church,  a 
meeting  was  appointed  for  Friday  eveninsr,  the  16th.  (VJ^  The  minor- 
ity were  certainly  no  less  interested  and  active,  to  say  the  least,  than 
any  others,  in  giving  notice  of  the  meeting,  and  in  being  promptly 
present.  It  is  scarcely  possible,  that  a  male  or  female  member  in  Sa- 
lem, old  or  young,  sick  or  well,  could  have  been  ignorant  of  that  meeting. 

April  16th,  it  was  "voted  to  take  up  so  much  of  the  Result  of 
Council  as  relates  to  the  dismission  of  the  pastor,  and  adopt  the  same." 
After  other  business,  as  that  of  giving  quite  a  number  of  letters  of  dis- 
mission, the  Records  say  : 

"  On  motion.  Voted  to  take  up  the  rest  of  the  Result  of  the  Coun- 
cil from  the  table  and  adopt  it  !  "  After  some  discussion  in  relation 
to  the  adoption  of  the  rest  of  the  Result,  it  was  then  "voted  to  adjourn 
one  week  from  next  Tuesday  evening,  at  7  1-2  o'clock,  for  the  further 
consideration  of  its  adoption." 

Mark  here,  particularly,  that  the  question  of  disbanding  the  Church 
was  first  discussed,  April  16th.  The  further  consideration  of  the  same 
was  now  postponed,  nearly  two  weeks.  The  members  of  that  Church 
knew  as  much  of  the  ordinary  business  that  was  likely  to  be  done,  as 
the  members  of  any  other  Church  that  ever  existed.  And  by  no  pos- 
sibility could  any  resident  or  voting  member  in  the  city  have  been  in 
ignorance  of  what  was  now  in  progress.  If /en  "written  notices" 
had  been  served  upon  every  one  of  the  Church,  and  the  city  crier  had 
rung  his  bell  at  every  corner  in  Salem,  and  proclaimed  that  meeting 
of  April  27th,  the  members  would  have  been  no  more  effectually  noti- 
fied and  certified. 

At  the  adjourned  meeting,  April  27th,  a  large  number  of  letters  of 
dismission  were  granted,  and  other  business  transacted.  "  On  motion 
to  adopt  the  rest  of  the  Result  of  Council  and  comply  with  their  ad- 
vice," a  discussion  followed,  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  "postpone 
the  subject  indefinitely."  While  a  call  for  "the  previous  question" 
was  pending,  "  it  was  voted  to  adjourn  one  week,  7  1-2  o'clock." 

May  4th,  1847,  the  Church  met  according  to  the  second  adjourn- 
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nient,  for  the  special  purpose  of  further  considering  that  part  of  the 
Result  of  Council,  recommending  a  dissolution  of  the  Church.  This 
was  now  the  third  time,  that  the  subject  was  brought  before  the 
Church. 

There  were  on  the  list  of  the  Church  160,  perhaps  two  or  three 
more,  resident  and  non-resident  members.  Less  than  120  were  resi- 
dent. The  whole  number  of  male  members,  by  the  books  of  the 
Church,  was  fifty.  Of  these,  fourteen  were  not  in  Salem  ;  and  the 
most  of  them  were  in  the  same  condition  as  many  others,  who  have  a 
nominal  connection  with  our  Churches, — but  who,  in  regard  to  the 
support  or  business  of  the  Churches,  are  only  as  "  good  as  dead." 
Twelve  were  non-residents  and  two  were  at  sea. 

Of  the  thirty-six,  who  were  in  Salem,  and  who  were  properly  voters 
upon  the  question,  thirty  loere  present  at  this  meeting  of  May  4th. 
They  were  exactly  two  to  one,  in  their  views  of  the  subject  before 
them  ;  but  as  the  meeting  was  protracted  by  the  opposing  minority, 
three  of  the  "two-thirds"  present,  who  were  in  favor  of  the  dissolu- 
tion, were  obliged,  by  the  circumstances  of  their  families,  or  other 
urgent  reasons,  to  leave  the  meeting  before  the  question  was  put  to 
final  vote.  Thus  but  seventeen  of  the  twenty-seven  actually  voting,  in 
due  form,  were  in  the  affirmative, — being  one  less  than  "  two-thirds." 
But  were  there  not  in  truth  twenty  to  ten  1  And  will  not  every  fair- 
minded  man  admit,  that  the  vote  really  was  of  "two-thirds"  in  the 
affirmative  ? 

The  vote,  taken  by  yeas  and  nays,  was  this  : 

Voted,  to  adopt  the  remainder  of  the  Result  of  Council,  and  by  and  with 
their  advice,  this  organization  is  hereby  dissolved  ;  and  that  Deacons  Smith, 
Foster  and  Driver  be  a  Committee  to  grant  letters  of  dismissions  and  recom- 
mendations, under  date  of  May  4th,  1847,  to  all  the  remaining  members  of 
the  Church,  to  any  Orthodox  Congregational  Church  they  may  direct. 

(S;^  The  next  day  afterwards,  the  three  in  the  affirmative,  who  had 
reluctantly  retired  before  the  vote  was  taken,  gave  their  names  in  writ- 
ing, with  four  others,  making  seven  in  all, — to  be  added  to  the  seven- 
teen, whose  "yeas"  had  been  recorded.*  Thus  of  thirty-four  out  of 
thirty-six,  twenty-four  were  for  the  vote  to  dissolve.  Have  we  here 
"  two-thirds"  1  The  remaining  two  of  the  whole  36,  having  declined 
to  attend  the  meeting,  not  wishing  to  vote  on  either  side,  ought,  by 
common  interpretation  in  such  cases,  to  be  counted  in  the  affirmative. 
One  of  these,  we  believe,  worships  at  Howard  Street ;  the  other,  is  at 
the  Tabernacle. 

Of  the  fourteen  non-residents  or  absentees,  only  two  are  known  that 
would  have  voted  with  the  "  ten."  And  if  a  distribution  of  all  could 
have  been  made,  on  the  one  side  and  the  other,  there  would  have  been, 
as  we  have  ample  warrant  to  say,  at  least  three-fourths  of  the  entire 
fifty,  decidedly  in  favor  of  the  vote  of  dissolution.  The  vote  would 
certainly  have  been  no  better  for   the   minority.     And   the  proportion 

*  The  paper  was  as  follows :  "  Salem,  May  5,  1847.  We,  the  undersigned, 
having  been  members  of  the  Howard  Street  Church  at  the  time  of  its  dissolution, 
and  not  being  present  to  vote, — hereby  give  our  assent  to  the  vote  for  such  disso- 
lution." One  of  the  non-resident  members,  who  had  left  the  city,  a  few  weeks 
before,  put  his  name  with  the  seven  ;  so  that  eight  names  are  upon  the  paper. 
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among  the  sisters  of  the  Church,  in  favor  of  the  vote,  appears  to  have 
been  just  about  the  same  as  among  the  brethren.  Was  the  Howard 
Street  Church  dissolved  by  a  ^^  bare  majority,"  and  that  an  '^accidental 
majority"?  In  more  senses  than  one,  the  question  may  often  be 
asked, — What  is  truth  ? 

0^  But  consider  another  fact.  Of  the  ten  who  voted  in  the  nega- 
tive, two,  or  a  fifth  part,  had  already  given  notice  of  their  intention  to 
leave;  and  actually  did  leave  forthwith  1  And  their  vote  in  the  nega- 
tive was  so  given,  not  because  they  desired  the  continuance  of  the 
Church.* 

And  now  let  it  be  also  known,  that  there  was  no  protest  of  the 
minority  against  the  vole  of  the  Church  to  dissolve.  Although  a  pro- 
test does  not  in  the  least  affect  the  validity  of  a  vote,  yet  for  the 
hundredth  time,  the  minority  have  been  spoken  of,  as  if  entering  a 
protest  against  the  action  of  May  4th,  1847,  and  as  if  the  fact  were  of 
vital  importance  in  the  case.  What  kind  of  a  protest  was  entered, 
and  what  form  of  objection  was  presented,  the  Church  Records  will 
show. 

The  following  protest,  offered  by  Daniel  Millett,  was  handed  to  the  Mod- 
erator, without  any  action  thereon, — after  dissolving. 

Whereas  a  few  individuals  who  have  been  dismissed  as  members  of  this 
Church,  but  who  have  notwithstanding  been  present  at  two  or  three  of  the 
last  meetings  of  the  Church,  and  by  their  speeches  and  votes  have  been 
urging  the  Church  to  disband  its  organization,  and  otherwise  in  an  irregular 
manner  interfering  with  its  proceedings, — we,  the  undersigned  members  of 
Howard  Street  Church,  hereby  enter  our  solemn  protest  against  such  a 
course  of  proceedings  on  the  part  of  such  individuals,  as  being  subversive  of 
the  rights  and  interest  of  this  Church,  and  we  protest  against  any  further 
action  on  the  part  of  such  individuals  at  any  future  meetings  of  this  Church, 
and  request  that  this  our  Protest  be  entered  upon  the  records  of  the  Church. 

Daniel  Millett. 
E.  B.  Osgood. 

Salem,  May  4,  1847.  Ebenezer  Cleveland. 

The  persons  objected  to  or  protested  against,  had  explicitly  stated, 
on  taking  letters  of  dismission,  that  they  should  not  use  them  so  as  to 
be  prevented  from  taking  part  in  the  further  proceedings  of  the 
Church.  And  the  Protest,  though  previously  prepared,  was  not  pre- 
sented, until  the  vote  had  passed  for  the  dissolution. 

Afterwards,  also : 

The  following  was  offered  by  B.  A.  Gray,  and  passed  to  the  Moderator, 
without  action. 

"  The  subscriber  objects  against  the  votes  passed  this  evening  against 
I.  P.  Foster,  R.  P.  Waters,  and  G.  Monarch  voting  on  the  question  of  disso- 
lution of  the  Church  this  evening.  B.  A.  Gray." 

The  minority,  at  the  time  of  the  vote  to  dissolve,  took  it  for  granted, 
as  was  right,  that  if  such  a  vote  should  pass,  there  was  to  be,  of  course, 
an  end  of  the  organization,   known  as  the  Howard  Street   Church  ! 

*  Of  two  others  of  the  ten,  one  has  gone  to  reside  at  the  West;  and  the  other  is 
in  Calif  irnia.  So  that  not  more  than  six  of  the  ten  are,  at  the  present  time,  in 
active  service  at  Howard  Street. 
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They  certainly  spoke  and  acted  as  if  this  would  be  the  inevitable  and 
unalterable  effect  of  such  a  vote.  It  was  an  after  thought,  that  led  to 
the  claim  which  they  have  since  urged  so  vehemently.* 

If  the  minority  had  acquiesced,  as  reasonable  men  ;  if  they  had  sub- 
mitted, like  others  in  similar  circumstances,  to  the  voice  of  the  major- 
ity of  the  Church, — then,  not  a  thousandth  part  of  the  evil  which  has 
been  occasioned  or  produced,  could,  by  any  probability  if  possibility, 
have  been  experienced.  And  it  is  not  too  much  to  say,  that  if  one 
man  alone  of  the  leaders  of  that  minority,  or  at  most  if  two  of  them 
had  advised  the  others  to  desist  from  the  unwise,  if  not  desperate 
experiment  which  has  been  undertaken, — no  more  would  have  beeo 
heard  of  the  dissolution  of  the  Church  in  Howard  Street,  than  of  the 
dissolution  of  the  Bethesda  Church,  in  Charlestown,  so  lately, — ov  of 
the  Chrystie  Street  Church,  New  York  city,  or  of  twenty  others, 
formally  or  indirectly  dissolved,  within  less  than  half  a  century.  We 
cannot,  then,  have  a  doubt,  that  the  apostle  James  would  say, — Breth- 
ren, these  things  ought  not  so  to  be  !     Do  not  err  1 

In  further  proof  of  the  strength  of  the  majority,  and  of  the  general 
concurrence  of  the  male  and  female  members  together,  in  the  vote  of 
dissolution,  there  is  "  a  significant  fact "  which  we  hope,  if  the  Coun- 
cil are  not,  others  will  be  disposed  to  consider.  Out  of  less  than  one 
hundred  and  twenty  resident  members,  NINETY,  at  least,  have  taken 
letters  or  certificates  of  church  standing,  so  as  to  form  other  connec- 
tions,— since  the  passing  of  the  vote  to  dissolve  ;  or,  previously,  either 
in  anticipation  of  that  vote,  or  from  utter  dissatisfaction  with  the  state 
of  things  in  the  Church,  before  and  after  the  Mutual  Councils  of 
February  and  April,  1847  ! 

Have  we  not  now  proved  and  demonstrated,  that,  even  on  the 
hypothesis  that  the  Church  were  legally  bound  to  regard  that 
"  eleventh  rule,"  they  went  altogether  beyond  the  requirement  of  that 
rule,  in  its  strictest  principle,  and  the  most  rigid  construction  of  its  true 
purpose  ?  It  appears  to  us,  that  the  manner  in  which  the  Church  was 
dissolved,  was  such  as  to  obtain  a  fair  and  complete  sense  of  the  mem- 
bers on  the  question ;  that  there  was  no  haste ;  that  the  majority  was 
abundantly  large  to  warrant  (he  procedure  ;  and  that  if  the  Council 
would  be  willing,  if  they  supposed  they  had  no  other  rea?ons  to 
justify  them,  to  rest  the  negative  on  this  ground,  they  are  willing  to 
place  it  on  very  insecure  foundations,  and  thus  incur  the  hazard  of 
being  "  likened  unto  a  foolish  man,  which  built  his  house  upon  the 
sand." 

Let  us  hear  no  more,  then,  of  the  absurd  and  shameless  fabrications 
which  have  gone  to  the  ends  of  the  earth,  through  the  correspondents 
of  some  of  our  leading  religious  papers  ; — as  if  a  '^factious  "  and  an 
"  accidental"  majority  of  seventeen  to  ten,  in  the  most  wanton  precipi- 
tancy, had  voted  to  dissolve  a  Church  of  170  or  175  members!  If 
after  all  that  we  have  adduced,  any  one  can  suppose  that  "  a  written 
notice,"  for  which  in  their  simplicity  the  Council  contend,  or  any  other 

*  One  of  their  warmest  advocates,  and  a  member  of  the  late  Council,  has  said, 
that  "  the  Church  was  then  supposed  to  be  dissolved,  as  much  so  by  the  minority,  as 
by  the  majority."  (Salem  "Tri- Weekly  Gazette,"  Dec.  21,  1849.)  We  could 
wish  that  he  had  been  as  correct  in  all  his  statements. 
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notices  than  those  given,  would  have  made  the  least  imaginable  differ- 
ence in  the  vote,  he  can  suppose  any  thing  and  believe  any  thing,  how- 
ever incredible  or  preposterous.  And  if  there  are  any  who  can  find 
in  "the  eleventh  rule"  an  argument  "absolutely  decisive"  of  the 
Howard  Street  case,  against  the  majority  of  the  Church,  then,  we  sup- 
pose that  we  must  be  content  with  the  saying  of  the  "  Preacher"  of 
old  : — "  that  which  is  crooked  cannot  be  made  straight,  and  that  which 
is  loanting  cannot  be  numbered." 

It  would  be  refreshing,  like  the  "  shadow  of  a  great  rock  in  a  weary 
land,"  if  occasionally  we  could  find  some  unsophisticated  and  unvar- 
nished statements  of  fact  in  this  Result.  The  Council  say  :  "  Yet  it 
is  affecting  to  see  how  the  memory  of  the  good  old  ways  of  our  fathers 
lingered  about  them,  and,  in  spite  of  inconsistency,  modified  their 
speech.  No  one  was  asking  for  a  dismission, "tStc.  "Affecting!"  Were 
the  Council  dealing  in  romance?  Do  they  refer  to  the  majority,  or  the 
minority,  or  to  neither?  A  large  number  of  the  resident  members  had 
already  asked  for  letters  of  dismission,  at  successive  meetings  before 
the  vote  to  dissolve.  And  at  the  late  hour  to  which  the  last  meeting 
of  the  Church  was  protracted,  by  the  stormy  opposition  of  a  few  to  the 
opinions  of  the  majority,  it  surely  was  not  to  have  been  expected,  that 
many  would  then  be  "  asking  for  a  dismission."  Few  were  there,  but 
those  who  could  not  conscientiously  stay  away;  so  painful  was  it  to 
witness  the  kind  and  manner  of  that  opposition.  "  The  memory  of 
the  good  old  ways  of  our  fathers  lingered  about  them,"  and  for  this 
very  reason,  as  much  as  for  any  other,  the  ninety  of  whom  we  have 
just  spoken  "  lingered  not  "  at  Howard  Street. 

"  Indeed,"  say  the  Council,  "  the  Committee  or  some  of  them, 
seem  afterwards  to  have  become  aware  of  the  inconsistency  of  their 
position  and  duties,  for  to  this  day  all  of  them  have  never  met  or  acted 
together."  The  Committee  did  meet  very  soon,  organize,  and  act  to- 
gether. They  jointly  signed  a  letter  of  dismission,  according  to  the 
vote  of  the  Church,  for  one  of  the  members,  who  happened  to  be  the 
only  one  whose  request  was  then  presented.  "  Some  of  them,"  that  is, 
one,  did  however  feel  the  "  inconsistency  "  of  his  "  position  and  duties." 
He  had  voted  with  the  minority.  If  we  do  not  mistake,  he  was  influ- 
enced also  by  other  reasons,  in  declining  to  act  with  the  other  members 
of  the  Committee.  One  of  the  others  consulted  with  two  or  three  pas- 
tors of  the  neighboring  Churches  upon  the  question,  whether  it  was 
necessary  for  the  Committee  to  sign  letters  jointly.  Being  informed 
by  each,  without  any  concert  or  mutual  conference,  that  a  letter  or  cer- 
tificate of  church-standing,  signed  by  either  one  of  the  Committee 
would  be  sufficient,  he  chose  to  refer  most  of  the  applicants  to  the 
other  member  of  the  Committee,  who  was  the  Clerk  of  the  Church  at 
the  time  of  dissolution,  and  who  was  willing  to  attend  to  the  business. 
Hence,  although  he  himself  attended  to  some  applications  for  letters  of 
testimonial,  the  greater  part  of  such  letters  were  signed  by  the  Clerk, 
on  behalf  of  the  Committee. 

If  the  vote  of  the  Church  had  been,  to  give  letters  to  all  "  in  good 
standing,"  as  was  done  in  one  Church  at  least,  of  which  we  have 
heard,  the  responsibilities  of  the  Committee  would  have  been  quite 
different.  The  vote  of  the  Church  was  framed  or  expressed,  as  it  was, 
in  order  that  no  one  might  have  any  occasion  to   complain,  that  his 
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rights  of  membership  in  relation  to  other  Churches,  had  been  impaired 
in  the  smallest  degree.  If  this  was  wrong,  the  majority,  in  mitigation 
of  their  fault,  may,  at  least,  be  allowed  to  plead  the  intention  of  doing 
right,  and  an  honest  purpose  of  discharging  their  duties  according  to 
what  they  believed  to  be,  and  what  they  still  believe  to  have  been,  the 
wise  counsel  of  those  whom  they  respect  and  esteem  as  true  brethren 
in  the  bonds  of  Christ.  The  Council  themselves  seem  to  relent  a 
little  ;  for  they  speak  of  the  "  inconsistency  "  as  "  an  amiable  incon- 
sistency." * 

And  we  must  here  add,  that  very  serious  wrong  has  been  done,  in 
what  has  been  said,  and  much  more  in  what  has  been  intimated,  re- 
specting the  majority  of  the  Howard  Street  Church.  In  Salem,  where 
they  are  well  known,  it  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  Council  to  do  them 
harm.  And  if  the  Christian  public  abroad  could  know  the  compara- 
tive standing  and  estimation  of  the  majority  and  the  minority,  there 
are  few  that  would  require  any  investigation  of  the  facts  in  the  Howard 
Street  Controversy,  before  determining  in  their  own  minds,  which  of 
the  two  parties,  would  most  probably  be  found,  upon  impartial  scruti- 
ny, to  have  acted  with  the  purest  and  most  commendable  regard  for 
every  interest  of  the  Church  of  Christ. 

We  turn  to  a  few  questions  for  the  Council.  If  they  will  please  to 
inform  us,  we  should  be  grateful  to  learn  what  more  consistent,  what 
more  "amiable"  and  Christian  provision  could  have  been  made,  for  a 
transfer  of  membership,  on  the  supposition  that,  instead  of  the  vote  to 
dissolve,  all  the  voting  members  of  Howard  Street  Church  had  agreed 
to  give  and  to  take  letters,  in  the  manner,  which  the  Council  have  de- 
scribed, as  in  perfect  agreement  with  "  covenant  obligations"  and  the 
"principles  of  Congregationalism."  (Result,  p.  18.)  Would  the 
Church  have  ever  become  "  a  non-existing  Church  ?  "  If  so,  when  ? 
If  not  so,  then  ivhat  kind  of  a  Church  would  it  have  been,  after  the 
last  vote  and  the  last  meeting  1  In  weeks  or  months  following,  when 
some  of  the  members  had  neither  been  received  elsewhere,  nor  had 
applied  for  membership, — meanwhile  the  organization  having  entirely 
ceased,  just  as  much  as  if  the  Church  had  been  declared  to  be  dis- 
solved, by  an  unanimous  vote,  both  of  male  and  female  members, — we 
should  be  glad  to  know  where  the  Church  could  have  been  found  ? 
Would  it  be  an  existing,  or  "  a  non-existing  Church  ?  " 

Yet  the  Council  say, — "  Just  as  if,  after  a  Church  was  disbanded, 
there  were  any  remaining  members — ^just  as  if  it  were  possible  to  dis- 
miss any  one  from  a  non-existing  Church  !"  And  with  equal  empha- 
sis might  we  say, — 'just  as  if,  after  a  Church  had  agreed  to  take  letters 
to  other  Churches,  there  were  any  remaining  members, — just  as  if  it 
were  possible  to  dismiss  any  one  from  a  Church  which  by  that  very 
act  of  agreement  no  longer  existed,  and  was  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses a  non-existing  Church  ! ' 

What  if  the  letters  had  the  sentence  in  the  common  form, — "  When 
received  hi/  yoii,  their  connection  with  us  will  be  dissolved?"  How 
would  the  Council  explain  the  words — "  connection  with  us?  "  Where 
would  they  find  the   existing  substantive,  for  the  antecedent   of  that 

*  We  believe,  that  they  have  somewhere  said  of  us,  that  our  consistency  is  "  un- 
flinching and  commendable." 
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plural  pronoun  "  us?  "  What  has  become  of  that  watch  and  care, 
which  are  so  much  needed  for  "every  individual  "  who  now  "floats  a 
solitary  atom  on  the  surface  of  the  ocean  of  this  cold  world?  " 

Of  a  Church  of  sixty  or  of  twice  sixty  members,  suppose  all  but  ten 
or  five,  or  one,  had  been  received  into  other  Churches,  at  the  earliest  day. 
Suppose,  however,  that  for  the  very  best  of  reasons,  or  for  the  worst, 
the  ten,  or  five,  or  one  had  not  made  application  to  any  Church, 
although  six  months  or  a  year  had  expired.  14^*7/  the  Council  please 
to  inform  us,  "  how  would  such  letters,  in  this  case,  appear, — '  when 
received  by  you,  their  connection  with  us  will  be  dissolved  ?  '  " 

According  to  the  Council,  'if  all  the  members,  by  advice  of  Council 
had  sought  and  received  letters  to  other  Churches,  and  were  by  them 
received,  the  Howard  Street  Church  would  have  ceased  to  exist.  No 
covenant  obligations  would  have  been  violated,  no  principles  of  Con- 
gregationalism would  have  been  contravened  1'  The  reader  may  mark 
the  carefully  inserted  clause — 'and  were  by  them  received.^  If  the 
members,  applying  to  other  Churches,  *  were  by  them  received,' 
'the  Church  would  have  ceased  to  exist!'  Here  we  again  ask,  will 
our  brethren  please  to  tell  us,  of  what  Church  the  ten,  or  Jive,  or  one, 
whether  male  or  female,  and  in  the  condition  above  stated,  could  be 
said  still  to  be  members,  in  good  and  regular  standing?  And  of  what 
Church  could  they  consider  themselves  members,  if  other  Churches 
refused  to  receive  them  ?  Who  is  to  watch  over  them  ?  Who  is  to 
discipline  the  erring  and  the  offending? 

In  what  they  say  of  ''all  the  members,"  as  having  "  sought  and  re- 
ceived letters,"  we  do  not  know,  whether  they  meant  to  include  the 
females,  as  voting,  or  the  brethren  only.  If  they  refer  to  the  brethren 
only,  when  they  say  "  all  the  members,"  then  we  have  further  to  in- 
quire— whether  it  was  any  more  a  violation  of  covenant,  for  a 
majority  of  the  brethren  of  Howard  Street  Church  to  act  for 
a  minority  of  the  brethren,  as  well  as  for  the  sisters,  than  it 
would  have  been  for  the  minority  and  the  majority  to  have  united,  and 
have  unanimously  voted  to  give  and  take  letters,  whether  or  not  all  the 
sisters  desired  them  to  vote  in  this  manner  ?  Is  the  covenant  any  less 
sacred,  in  its  application  io female  members? 

Neither  do  we  know,  whether  among  "  all  the  members  "  the  Coun- 
cil would  include  non-residents  and  absentees.  If  they  included  "all," 
or  every  one  of  these,  then  we  should  be  glad  to  know  how  many 
Churches  have  ceased  to  exist,  in  the  manner  in  which  the  Council 
consider  to  be  indisputably  Congregational, — "  all  the  members"  of  the 
Ohurch,  without  any  exception,  male  or  female,  at  home  or  abroad, 
having  cordially  agreed,  "  under  advice  of  Council,"  to  "  seek  and 
receive  letters  to  other  Churches  ;  "  not  only  so,  but  "  all  the  members" 
not  a  single  one  excepted,  having  been  actually  "  received"  into  other 
Churches ;  and  still  further,  no  one  of  "  all  the  members,"  for  one 
single  day  or  hour,  without  membership  in  an  undissolved  Church  or- 
ganization ?  Would  an  exception  to  all  this,  be  "too  absurd  to  be 
thought  of  for  a  moment  1 " 

Yet  another  question.  Suppose  that  by  some  means,  or  from  some 
cause,  it  should  so  have  happened,  that  any  of  the  members  of  the 
Howard  Street  Church,  after  agreeing  to  cease  to  exist  according  to 
the  method  of  the  Council,  should  have  long  delayed  application  for 
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membership  in  other  Churches.  Would  it  mai«e  any  difference,  whether 
or  not  they  pfrs.(mally  voted  to  take  letters,  or  were  cordially  in  favor  of 
the  vote,  by  which  the  Church  was  to  "cease  to  exist?"  Would  they 
be  in  any  hitter  condition,  than  if  the  vote  had  been  to  dissolve  the 
Church;  and  the  vote  had  been  by  the  majority,  they  themselves  oppo- 
sing it  most  strenuously,  or  mourning  over  it  with  all  the  tears  and 
lamentations  with  which  the  authors  of  this  Result  have  verbally  be- 
wailed the  doings  of  the  Howard  Street  majority?  In  one  word, 
would  it  make  the  least  difference,  whether  an  applicant  for  member- 
shipi  had,  or  had  not,  asked  a  dismission,  before  the  act  by  which  the 
Church,  to  which  he  had  belonged,  became  "  a  non-existing  Church  1" 
Where,  then,  is  the  awful  difference,  between  a  vote  to  dissolve — a 
vote  of  the  major  part  of  the  brethren  only — and  a  vote  of  all  the 
brethren  present  to  give  and  to  receive  letters  to  other  Churches  ?  Is 
there  as  much  difference  in  sober,  honest  truth,  as  between  Sibboleth 
and  Shibboleth?  And,  what  good  reason  can  there  be,  for  such  an 
"  uproar,  as  if  the  universe  were  falling  into  ruins  ?  " 


After  considering  eight  different  objections  to  our  views,  with  more 
or  less  of  detailed  argument,  the  Council  say,  that  "  as  the  general 
question  is  now  up,  we  desire  that  it  may  be  settled  in  accordance 
with  the  great  general  principles  of  our  system,  and  on  grounds  of 
eternal  right.  We  desire  to  re-echo  the  truth  that  a  majority  has  no 
right  to  violate  the  fundamental  principles  of  our  ecclesiastical  polity 
or  to  contravene  the  eternal  laws  of  natural  equity."  (Result,  p.  37.) 
Other  sentences  follow,  with  the  same  rolling  and  reverberation  of  "  great 
swelling  words,"  as  if  something  most  terrible,  or  somewhat  "  most 
momentous"  was  somewhere.  But  the  Council  soon  see  fit  to  relieve 
us,  by  using  a  mode  of  speech,  which  we  can  so  far  comprehend,  as 
to  venture  to  consider. 

We  are  charged  with  applying  the  principle  of  the  right  of  a  major- 
ity to  govern,  *'  out  of  its  proper  sphere.  The  right  to  govern  implies 
the  existence  of  a  community  to  be  governed,  and  its  proper  sphere  is 
in  the  government  of  that  community.  But  the  dissolution  of  a 
Church  is  not  an  act  of  church-government  but  of  church-destruc- 
tion.    It  is  an  act  that  renders  government  impossible." 

Now  we  ask,  whether  a  civil  government  has  not  as  real  and  com- 
plete authority  over  an  individual  subject,  as  over  the  community  of 
which  he  is  a  part?  If  so,  then  every  act  of  compulsion  exercised 
upon  him  is  an  act  of  government.  The  act  of  hanging  a  culprit  must 
be  an  act  of  government,  performed  on  the  individual  suffering  the 
penalty.  But  the  right  to  govern,  we  shall  be  told,  implies  the  exist- 
tence  of  the  individual  to  be  governed,  and  its  proper  sphere  is  in  the 
government  of  that  individual.  But  the  execution  of  a  citizen  is  not 
an  act  of  government  performed  on  that  citizen,  but  of  the  "  destruc- 
tion" of  the  citizen.  We  suppose  the  Council  must  of  course  be  op- 
posed to  capital  punishment,  on  the  ground  that  the  execution  of  a 
criminal  is  not,  and  cannot,  be  an  act  of  government,  and  therefore, 
government  is  stepping  out  of  its  sphere  in  inflicting  such  a  punish- 
12 
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ment,  and  has  no  right  to  order  it.  We  think  it  but  justice  to  the 
Council,  to  release  them  from  the  discredit  of  originating  this  novel 
absurdity.  It  was  borrowed  from  the  discussions  of  the  Essex  South 
Conference  ;  and  when  advanced  there,  it  was  considered  so  inconclu- 
sive and  weak,  as  not  to  deserve  the  least  notice,  and  it  received  no 
reply.  We  wonder  whether  the  Council,  which  produced  this  marvel- 
lous Result  is  yet  in  existence;  and  if  they  are  not,  in  what  manner  as 
a  Council  the  members  died.  They  could  not  dissolve  themselves, 
even  by  unanimous  vote;  because  the  right  to  govern  the  proceedings 
of  the  Council  implied  the  existence  of  the  Council  to  be  governed,  and 
its  proper  sphere  was  in  the  government  of  that  Council.  But  the 
dissolution  of  the  Council  was  not  an  "  act"  of  the  Council's  govern- 
ment, but  of  the  Council's  "  destruction."  This  was  "an  act"  which 
"rendered  government  impossible  !" 

We  see  not,  then,  but  the  Council  themselves  must  be  in  the  same 
condition  in  which  they  have  placed  the  Church  ;  and  the  language 
which  they  employ  respecting  this  body,  we  can  apply  with  the  neces- 
sary variation,  to  themselves.  '  If  in  the  inevitable  providence  of  God 
the  Council  once  formed  must  cease  to  exist,  let  it  either  be  by  the  act 
of  God  taking  all  its  members  to  heaven,  or  by  so  placing  them  under 
the  watch  and  care  of  other  Councils,  that  the  Council  shall  not  cease  to 
exist,  until  they  are  all  safely  located  in  a  Christian  home.'  We  think 
the  Council  rather  inconsistent  with  themselves,  in  the  position  which 
they  have  taken  on  the  alleged  misapplication  of  the  right  of  the  ma- 
jority to  govern.  If  the  majority  cannot  dissolve  the  body  for  the 
reason,  that  an  act  of  dissolution  is  not  an  act  of  government,  then 
how  can  a  Church  cease  to  exist  by  a  unanimous  consent  and  transfer 
of  the  relations  of  the  members  to  other  Churches?  Is  not  this  an  act 
of  "  destruction  "  1  Is  not  the  government  of  that  Church  thereafter 
rendered  impossible?  To  be  sure,  the  dissolution  does  not  take  place 
by  a  direct  disbanding  vote ;  but  the  Council  contend,  that  what  cannot 
be  done  directly  cannot  be  done  indirectly.  The  Church  is  gone,  and 
though  its  members  may  be  attached  to  other  organizations,  yet  the 
Church,  as  a  Church,  is  just  as  effectually  destroyed  as  a  house  is  de- 
stroyed, which  is  taken  all  to  pieces  and  its  parts  wrought  into  a  hun- 
dred other  edifices. 

The  Council  attempt  to  strengthen  their  position,  against  objections 
drawn  from  the  analogy  of  civil  communities.  "Appeal  has  been 
made,"  they  say  "  in  defence  of  this  mode  of  proceeding,  to  the  rights 
of  communities  to  revolutionize  governments  by  the  vote  of  majorities. 
But  the  cases  are  totally  unlike.  No  nation  exists  by  covenant  like 
that,  which  gives  its  being  to  a  Congregational  Church."  Here  the 
ground  of  this  argument  appears  to  be  shifted.  They  had  just  rested 
the  impossibility  of  dissolving  a  Church  on  the  alleged  fact,  that  an  act 
of  dissolution  was  not  an  act  of  government,  but  of  destruction.  Now 
it  rests  on  another  ground,  that  such  an  act  violates  covenant  obliga- 
tion,— that  the  Church  is  a  peculiar  body  unlike  a  nation,  because  it  is 
united  by  the  ties  of  a  compact.  Whether  the  covenant  is  an  impedi- 
ment to  dissolution  is  a  question  that  has  already  been  discussed,  and 
need  receive  no  further  attention  here. 

But  they  add, — "  Moreover,  the  right  of  revolution  and  of  disbanding 
are  not  the  same.     No  nation  or  people  ever  attempted  so  to  disband 
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Itself,  as  to  destroy  all  public  ties  between  citizen  and  citizen,  by  let- 
ters of  recommendation  among  other  nations."  Now  we  do  not  rest 
the  authority  of  a  Church  to  disband,  on  revolutionary  grounds.  A 
revolutionary  right  exists  in  all  individuals  and  public  bodies,  in  extreme 
cases.  It  is  a  right  not  under  law  and  according  to  the  forms  of  law, 
— it  is  not  a  repeal  of  law  according  to  established  usages  and  princi- 
ples,— but  it  is  an  avowed  resistance  and  subversion  of  all  law,  the 
justification  of  which  is  placed  on  the  ground  of  a  most  imperative 
necessity.  The  Council  seem  to  intimate  that  no  nation  has  a  right 
to  revolutionize,  in  such  a  sense  as  to  destroy  all  existing  forms  of  gov- 
ernment, without  providing  another.  Now  a  revolutionary  right,  in 
the  strict  sense  of  the  term,  and  the  right  to  change  one  mode  of  gov- 
ernment into  another,  are  not  necessarily  identical.  The  latter  rnay 
be  and  often  is  a  constitutional  legal  right,  but  the  former  is  never. 
The  people  of  the  United  States  have  the  extreme  right  of  dissolving 
their  government,  against  established  laws  and  constitutional  provisions. 
They  have  also,  under  the  Constitution,  and  in  the  mode  which  that 
instrument  provides,  a  right  to  change  the  form  of  government  from 
republicanism  to  a  monarchy,  or  oligarchy,  or  a  pure  democracy.  It 
is  not  usual  for  communities  to  claim,  or  rather  exercise,  the  right  of 
destroying  one  organization,  without  providing  another.  But  if  it 
should  plainly  appear  that  the  good  of  a  people  would  be  better  pro- 
moted by  dissolution,  without  an  attempt  at  substitution,  and  leaving 
portions  of  the  original  confederacy  to  reorganize  according  to  their 
views  of  duty  and  interest,  they  would  have  the  same  right  to  do  the 
one  as  the  other.  We,  however,  as  before  intimated,  place  the  au- 
thority of  a  Church  to  dissolve  on  constitutional  Congregational  prin- 
ciples. The  right  we  maintain  to  be  just  as  real,  as  it  would  be,  if 
there  were  an  express  provision  in  the  covenant  of  Churches,  that  a 
majority  or  a  certain  number,  which  the  majority  might  fix  by  a  posi- 
tive regulation,  should  disunite  the  organization,  whenever  they  thought 
the  circumstances  justified  such  a  measure.  Our  reasons  have  been 
given.  The  Council  may  call  this  not  an  act  of  government,  but  sui- 
cide. But  it  certainly  is  an  act  of  government,  if  it  is  executed  by 
the  governing  power  in  the  usual  way  of  transacting  business,  in  re- 
spect to  those  who  are  subject  to  its  authority.  It  is  one  of  the  highest 
acts  of  government.  It  may  be  called  "  suicide,"  but  it  is  no  more  so 
than  the  dissolution  of  a  peace  convention,  or  a  political  convention, 
or  an  ecclesiastical  Council,  when  the  particular  purposes  of  "such  as- 
sociations have  been  accomplished.  The  term  "suicide,"  was  used  in 
the  discussions  of  the  Conference,  in  application  to  this  subject,  al- 
though the  very  persons  who  employed  it,  would,  without  any  compunc- 
tions of  conscience  for  the  crime,  have  committed  this  very  act  of 
suicide,  on  the  meeting  of  the  Conference  itself,  in  a  few  hours  after, 
if  they  had  been  successful  in  covering  their  object.  If  the  act  of 
dissolving  bodies  is  suicide,  we  suppose  that  adjournment  is  putting  the 
body  subjected  to  the  act,  in  a  state  of  suspended  animation.  What 
right  has  a  majority  to  do  that?  It  is  not  an  act  of  government.  The 
proper  sphere  of  the  right  to  govern  is  in  the  government  of  the  body  ; 
but  adjournment  is  putting  the  body  into  a  state  in  which  it  cannot 
be  governed,  during  the  period  for  which  it  ceases  to  be  associated. 
This  is  not  an  act  of  government,  but  an  act  of  suspending  the  vital 
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■functions.  The  reply  to  this  probably  will  be,  that  the  adjournment 
of  a  body  is  only  a  means  of  putting  it  into  a  better  condition  to  fulfill 
its  functions.  And  that  as  its  members  need  rest  and  refreshment,  the 
only  condition  upon  which  the  association  can  be  continued  and  its 
objects  accomplished  is,  that  there  should  be  intervals  of  suspension  to 
enable  it  to  supply  those  natural  wants,  the  relief  of  which  is  essential 
to  life.  Now  it  is  well  known,  that  assemblies  often  adjourn  for  the 
discharge  of  other  duties,  social,  political,  and  religious,  that  grow 
out  of  other  relations,  which  they  sustain  to  God  and  the  world. 
They  have  other  connections  than  those  which  bind  them  to  the  par- 
ticular body,  with  which  they  are  united.  They  have  other  and  often 
higher  obligations  to  discharge,  as  members  of  society  and  citizens  of 
the  world.  They  adjourn  their  sessions  for  the  purpose  of  discharging 
other  functions ;  that  is,  whenever  their  active  connection  with  any 
particular  organization  interferes  with  other  and  superior  claims,  they 
suspend  such  connection,  and  give  these  claims  the  preference.  For 
the  same  reason,  they  dissolve.  Their  association  for  a  particular 
purpose  is  one  mode  of  fulfilling  their  duties  to  God  and  mankind. 
The  reason  for  this  union  may  be  only  temporary.  An  uninterrupted 
continuance  of  the  association,  or  the  existence  of  it  beyond  a  certain 
time,  may  be  inconsistent  with  other  claims  of  indispensable  obligation. 
Why  should  not  the  organization  be  suspended  or  dissolved,  as  cir- 
cumstances require? 

So  of  a  Church.  In  respect  to  a  particular  given  Society  of  this 
kind,  it  may  or  may  not  be  a  wise  and  useful  institution.  Its  situation 
may  be  such  that  it  is  not  wanted.  It  may  withdraw  its  members  from 
such  connection,  as  would  place  them  in  a  condition  to  be  much  more 
useful,  than  they  can  be  in  the  relation  which  they  at  present  hold. 
The  members  of  this  particular  Church  have  also  obligations  to  dis- 
charge to  the  Church  Universal.  They  are  members  of  the  kingdom 
of  God.  The  duties  devolving  on  them  in  this  capacity  are  as  binding, 
as  the  duties  to  this  smaller  community.  They  are  much  more  so. 
And  if  these  limited  duties  interfere  with  others  of  a  higher  character, 
there  can  be  no  hesitation  as  to  the  proper  course  to  be  taken.  Any 
particular  organization,  or  form  of  doing  good,  must  be  abandoned, 
when  it  interferes  with  the  general  welfare.  It  is  as  much  the  duty  to 
destroy  in  some  cases,  as  it  is  to  build  np  ;  and  in  some  circumstances 
majorities  of  associated  bodies  are  never  acting  more  appropi-iateli/ — 
never  using  the  potver  of  government,  which  they  possess,  to  better  pur- 
pose, than  when  they  dissolve  the  organization  and  commit  what  the 
Council  call  an  act  of  suicide.  It  is  a  principle  running  through  the 
natural  and  moral  world,  that  destruction  is  necessary  to  better  and 
more  useful  forms  of  reproduction.  The  corn  of  wheat  must  die  to 
multiply  itself  and  become  more  extensively  useful.  It  was  necessary 
even  for  the  Council  whose  Result  we  are  considering,  to  dissolve, 
although  we  can  have  no  security  that  its  members  will  be  ever  asso- 
ciated again  in  high  debate,  to  shed  their  brilliant  light  on  the  Essex 
Churches. 

It  will  be  of  no  avail  to  the  Council  to  allege  here,  that  the  objection 
lies  not  against  the  discontinuance  of  a  particular  local  church-organ- 
i/ation,  but  against  its  dissolution,  before  there  is  a  transference  of  its 
members  to  other  connections.     The  Church,  as  a  Church,  has  ceased 
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to  exist  in  either  case.  As  a  Church,  it  is  destroyed,  and  the  Council  " 
contend  positively  that  it  cannot  put  an  end  to  its  own  existence,  be- 
cause an  act  of  destruction  is  applying  the  power  of  the  majority  out 
of  its  sphere,  and  cannot  be  an  act  of  government.  Then  certainly 
it  cannot  cease  to  exist  in  any  mode,  whether  with  transference  or 
without.  When  they  say,  that  a  Church  cannot  be  dissolved,  until  ail 
its  members  are  safely  placed  in  other  organizations,  then  they  give  an 
additional  reason,  and  altogether  shift  the  ground  of  the  objection  as 
before  stated.  And  for  a  consideration  of  it  in  this  form,  we  refer  our 
readers  to  previous  pages. 

The  Council  state  the  new  principle,  as  they  call  it,  in  another  form. 
"  It  is  the  right,"  say  they,  "  not  only  to  destroy  their  own  rights  but 
to  plunder  others  of  theirs."  If  the  Council  feel  any  disposition  to  ac- 
cuse us  of  any  severity  of  language  in  the  remarks  which  we  have 
made,  we  hope  that  they  will  check  themselves  by  a  review  of  some  of 
their  own  phraseology.  We  are  charged  with  setting  up  a  principle 
of  plunder,  with  advocating  the  doctrine  that  a  majority  may  lawfully 
rob  a  minority  of  their  rights,  as  well  as  destroy  their  own.  Other 
forms  of  expression  occur  of  a  similar  tenor.  We  have  a  right  to  de- 
fend ourselves  against  such  attacks,  and  in  doing  so  to  use  stronger 
language  than  has  been  employed. 

But  to  return.  The  charge  is  utterly  false.  If  as  we  have  main- 
tained, it  is  a  principle  of  Congregationalism,  that  majorities  can  dis- 
band, and  all  the  members  of  a  Church  enter  it  on  an  implied  under- 
standing of  such  a  condition,  then  their  rights  are  no  more  violated, 
when  the  act  is  performed,  than  would  be  the  right  of  an  opposing 
minority,  when  an  Ecclesiastical  Council,  or  a  World's  Convention  for 
the  promotion  of  peace,  or  anti-slavery,  or  Christian  Union,  vote  to 
dissolve,  because  the  reasons  for  their  further  continuance  have  ceased, 
and  the  duties  of  the  members  call  them  to  other  spheres  of  labor  and 
usefulness. 

The  Council  proceed  with  some  objections  and  questions,  which 
have  more  tendency  to  operate  upon  the  feelings  of  undiscerning  and 
unstable  men,  than  to  produce  conviction  in  reflecting  minds.  "  We 
cannot  but  wonder,"  say  they,  "  what  can  be  the  cause,  that  so  much 
zeal  is  manifested  in  behalf  of  the  right  in  question.  If  the  disband- 
ing of  a  Church  were  some  great  good,  some  glorious  result  for  which 
Churches  were  ordained,  we  could  understand  it.  But  what  Church 
once  organized  does  not  naturally  desire  to  live  and  bless  the  world, 
&LC.  Why  do  we  find  no  where  in  the  Bible  any  directions  as  to  this 
mode  of  dissolving  Churches,  for  which  so  much  zeal  is  manifested  1 
Why  do  we  find  no  such  directions  in  any  earlier  or  later  works  on  our 
church-polity?  Is  not  this  a  significant  fact?  Does  it  not  proclaim 
the  truth,  that  to  live  and  increase  is  the  great  end  of  a  Church,  that 
its  death  is  an  event  to  be  deprecated  as  unspeakably  mournful?  " 

We  can  inform  the  authors  of  the  Result,  that  the  interest  and  activ- 
ity exhibited  by  those  who  take  the  affirmative  of  this  question,  are 
owing  in  a  considerable  degree  to  the  violent  attacks  made  upon  them 
by  their  opposers.  They  were  put  on  the  defensive;  and  as  those 
who  took  the  lead  in  the  assault  are  well  known  to  such  as  know  them 
Bt  all,  to  be  men  of  very  excitable  dispositions,  and  bent  on  attaining 
iheir  object,  the  defence  necessarily  assumed  a  more  active  character, 
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'  than  if  those  who  had  undertaken  it,  had  been  called  to  encounter  an- 
tagonists of  a  less  vehement  temperament.  As  both  the  Conference 
and  the  Tabernacle  Church  were  contending  for  what  they  honestly 
supposed  to  be  a  just  principle,  they  were  not  willing  to  yield  it  to 
clamor  and  pertinacity  ;  and  were  determined  to  maintain  their  position, 
until  some  sufficient  reasons  were  offered  for  abandoning  it.  These, 
neither  the  discussions  nor  the  Result  have  furnished  ;  and  they  will 
wait  for  further  light  before  they  change  their  ground. 

As  to  the  good  which  is  to  result  from  the  application  of  the  princi- 
ple for  which  we  contend,  we  have  no  doubt,  that  very  beneficial  results 
would  flow  in  some  cases,  from  the  dissolution  of  Churches.  We  think 
if  those  members  of  the  late  Howard  Street  Church,  who  have  so  im- 
properly procured  the  recognition  of  themselves  as  the  Church  which 
no  longer  exists,  had  acquiesced  in  the  vote  which  disbanded  them, 
instead  of  striving  to  maintain  a  feeble  existence  as  an  independent 
body,  they  would  have  conducted  with  much  more  benefit  to  themselves 
and  the  interests  of  religion  in  Salem.  If  the  condition  of  the  city  of 
Salem  requires  another  religious  society  of  the  Orthodox  persuasion, 
we  are  well  convinced,  that  it  should  be  commenced  as  a  new  enter- 
prize,  which  would  be  free  from  the  odium  under  which  the  present 
Howard  Street  Church  labors,  and  with  a  new  name,  in  another  part  of 
the  city,  and  divested  as  much  as  possible  of  all  associations  with  the 
dissolved  organization.  It  would  then  attract  towards  itself  those  who 
would  give  it  a  character  which  would  command  the  confidence  of 
the  community,  and  be  likely  to  answer  its  purposes.  If  the  popula- 
tion of  Salem  should  receive  a  large  increase,  the  Howard  Street  Asso- 
ciation would  probably  utterly  fail  of  doing  any  thing  of  consequence, 
to  meet  the  increasing  religious  wants  of  the  citizens,  and  would  em- 
ploy resources  that  would  be  better  directed  to  the  assistance  of  some 
other  enterprize.  We  have  known  several  instances  of  attempts  being 
made  to  establish  new  Churches,  with  a  view  to  meet  the  religious  de- 
mands of  the  community,  which,  either  in  consequence  of  the  mistake 
of  those  who  projected  the  undertaking,  or  a  change  in  the  condition 
of  the  place  where  they  were  commenced,  have  proved  total  failures. 
The  judgment  of  the  most  wise  and  conscientious  has  been  convinced 
that  it  was  a  waste  of  effort  and  means  to  prosecute  the  plan, — that  it 
ought  to  be  abandoned, — and  that  the  labor  of  those  who  have  the  in- 
terests of  religion  at  heart  could  be  much  better  expended  in  another 
direction. 

There  ought  to  be,  and  we  have  no  doubt  there  is,  a  power  in  the 
majority  of  a  Church,  or  in  such  a  number  as  a  majority  shall  declare 
competent  to  decide  in  such  cases,  to  dissolve  the  body  against  the 
wishes  of  an  unreasonable  and  head-strong  minority,  who  are  blindly 
determined  to  uphold  a  cause  that  is  not  only  sinking  and  desperate, 
but  which  withdraws  aid  that  is  needed  for  other  more  promising  modes 
of  promoting  Christianity.  It  certainly  is  a  glorious  result  of  the  ap- 
plication of  the  principle  which  we  advocate,  when  the  interests  of 
religion  are  much  more  effectually  secured  by  its  use,  than  they  could 
be  by  its  abandonment. 

The  Council  ask,  "  What  Church  once  organized  does  not  naturally 
desire  to  live  and  bless  the  world  till  Christ  shall  come,"&c.  Suppos- 
ing it  does  have  this  desire,  does  that  prove  that  the  desire  is  reasonably 
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indulged?  And  if  it  is  an  unreasonable  desire,  should  it  be  gratified? 
If  a  Church  finds  itself  in  such  a  situation,  that  it  can  better  subserve 
the  cause  of  religion  by  ceasing  to  exist,  and  adopting  some  other  form 
of  advancing  Christ's  kingdom,  it  should  desire  to  die,  and  bless  the 
world  in  those  modes  which  are  pointed  out  by  the  providence  of  God 
and  the  Great  Head  of  the  Church. 

We  have  further  to  say,  that,  if  the  natural  desire  of  a  Church  to 
live,  is  any  reason  why  it  should  not  be  dissolved,  it  is  equally/  good 
against  its  existence  being  discontinued  in  any  mode;  and  as  the  Coun- 
cil allege  it  to  be  right  and  expedient  for  a  Church  to  put  an  end  to  its 
being,  by  unanimously  incorporating  itself  with  other  bodies,  we  have 
only  to  ask  them  to  give  us  a  reply  to  their  own  argument,  which  is  as 
valid  against  their  principles  as  ours. 

"  Why  do  we  find  no  where  in  the  Bible,  any  directions  as  to  the 
mode  of  dissolving  Churches?  Why  do  we  find  no  such  directions  in 
any  earlier  or  later  works  on  our  church-polity  ?  Does  it  not  proclaim 
the  truth  that  to  live  and  increase  is  the  great  end  of  a  Church,  that 
its  death  is  an  event  to  be  deprecated  as  unspeakably  mournful,  and 
that  no  directions  are  given  as  to  this  newly  invented  mode  of  self-de- 
struction ?  "  In  these  questions,  two  things  are  mixed  together  which 
ought  to  be  kept  distinct.  When  the  Council  ask,  "  Does  not  this 
proclaim  the  truth  that  to  live  and  increase  is  the  great  end  of  a 
Church,"  they  ask  a  question  which  implies  as  strong  an  objection  to 
a  mode  of  terminating  the  existence  which  they  concede  to  be  author- 
ized, as  to  that  which  they  deny  to  be  valid.  But  before  they  close  the 
question  of  which  this  is  a  part,  they  slip  in  other  words,  which  essen- 
tially vary  the  interrogatory  and  turn  it  in  their  favor.  The  words  are, 
"  and  that  no  directions  are  given  as  to  the  newly  invented  mode  of 
self-destruction."  Here  the  ground  of  objection  is  so  changed,  that  it 
seems  to  lie,  not  so  much  against  the  "  unspeakably  mournful,"  and 
much  to  be  deprecated  death  of  the  Church,  as  to  the  alleged  uncon- 
gregational  mode  of  dying.  The  Council  may  gain  some  advantage 
to  themselves  with  those  who  read  cursorily,  and  with  their  prejudices 
strongly  enlisted  in  favor  of  the  principles  of  the  Result;  but  we  think 
they  will  lose  on  the  whole  more  than  they  gain,  by  such  a  mode  of 
reasoning.  The  cause  will  be  suspected,  which  needs  such  defence. 
"  If,"  say  the  Council,  "  in  the  inevitable  providence  of  God,  a  Church 
once  formed  must  cease  to  exist,  let  it  be  either  by  the  act  of  God  tak- 
ing all  its  members  to  heaven,  or  by  so  placing  them  under  the  care 
and  watch  of  other  Churches  that  the  Church  shall  not  cease  to  exist 
till  they  are  safely  located  in  a  Christian  home."  Such  a  temporary 
cessation  of  all  relations  as  we  conten)plate,  occurring  between  the 
time  letters  are  taken  from  the  disbanding  Church,  and  that  in  which 
a  connection  is  formed  with  another,  though  it  might  not  in  some  cases 
embrace  a  period  of  twelve  hours,  the  Council  think  a  shocking  viola- 
tion of  the  covenant,  and  an  outrageous  abandonment  of  Congrega- 
tional principles.  We  have  endeavored  to  show,  that  their  position  is 
groundless,  that  the  covenant  is  unbroken,  that  the  principles  of  our 
system  are  retained  without  any  infringement  by  such  procedure,  and 
that  the  evil,  which  sometimes  may  happen  of  one  or  more  being  left 
without  the  covenanted  watch  and  care  of  any  Church,  is  incident  to 
the  process  or  procedure,  which  the  Council  themselves  allow, — and. 
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which  we  now  say,  must  be  submitted  to,  as  one  of  those  imperfec- 
tions of  human  things  which  cannot  be  removed,  without  incurring  a 
greater  mischief  than  the  removal  is  designed  to  remedy. 

Having  endeavored  to  show  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  principles 
of  the  Congregational  system,  which  forbids  the  disbanding  of  a 
Church  when  sufficient  reasons  exist  for  so  doing,  it  is  not  necessary 
for  us  to  proceed  farther.  But  we  wish  to  draw  the  attention  of  our 
readers  to  a  principle,  which  has  an  important  application  to  the  sub- 
ject in  discussion,  and  which  has  been  entirely  overlooked  in  the  Re- 
sult. We  have  alluded  to  the  distinction  between  the  wrong  of  an 
act  and  the  invalidity  of  an  act.  The  Council  seem  to  take  it  for  a 
conceded  and  undoubted  point,  that,  if  an  act  of  the  Church  is  wrong, 
it  is  necessarily  of  no  authority,  and  may  be  treated  as  an  entire  nullity. 
They  have  reasoned  upon  a  false  assumption,  and  the  Result  betrays  a 
great  want  of  discrimination  upon  this  point.  How  is  it  with  regard 
to  civil  regulations?  Take,  for  instance,  the  law  of  this  Common- 
wealth relating  to  the  marriage  institution,  as  it  was  before  its  modifi- 
cation by  the  Legislature — now  in  session.  It  required  a  publication 
of  intention  of  marriage  some  days  previous  to  its  solemnization — cer- 
tain designated  persons  only  are  allowed  to  unite  the  parties,  and  they 
are  prohibited  from  exercising  their  power  except  within  prescribed 
limits.  But  if  all  the  prescriptions  of  the  statute  are  violated,  the  vio- 
lation does  not  nullify  the  marriage;  that  is  just  as  valid,  as  if  every 
regulation  had  been  strictly  complied  with.  The  parties  offending  are 
indeed  liable  to  punishment;  but  the  bonds  of  marriage  are  not  to  be 
sundered.  There  are  other  marriages  which  are  ipso  facto  void,  those 
which  are  formed  within  the  prohibited  degrees  of  affinity,  and  when 
new  connections  are  entered  into  by  persons  whose  partners  are  living. 

Very  inexpedient  and  unjust  laws  are  sometimes  made  by  legislative 
bodies,  and  very  unjust  decisions  given  by  the  highest  civil  tribunals, 
which  themselves  are  of  as  much  authority  as  if  dictated  by  the  most 
perfect  wisdom ;  and  can  no  more  be  treated  with  disregard  than  the 
most  righteous  laws  and  judgments  ever  promulgated.  Unconstitutional 
laws  of  the  United  States  Congress  can  be  set  aside  by  the  judgment 
of  the  Supreme  Court ;  but  who  can  nullify  the  unconstitutional  deci- 
sions of  that  high  tribunal  ?  And  what  power  is  there  to  render  in- 
valid such  laws  as  are  within  the  constitutional  competence  of  Con- 
gress to  enact,  even  though  they  may  be  in  some  cases  much  more 
detrimental  to  the  rights  of  individuals  and  the  interests  of  the  public, 
than  some  which  are  most  palpable  infringements  of  constitutional 
provisions?  The  distinction  between  wrong  and  valid  acts  is  clear 
enough  without  discussion.  And  the  idea  of  the  Council,  that  "an 
act  of  the  majority"  can  be  ^'vetoed  by  its  own  intrinsic iinlaiofulness ," 
is,  if  we  may  borrow  other  words  of  their  own,  "  too  absurd  to  be 
thought  of  for  a  moment."  The  question  would  simply  be,  not  whether 
an  act  had  passed  or  had  been  voted;  but  whether  the  act  was  in  itself 
intrinsically  right  or  wrong!  And  this  question  no  vote,  although 
unanimous,  could  ever  decide. 

Now  it  is  the  theory  of  Congregationalism  that  every  Church  is 
independent ;  by  which  we  mean,  that  there  is  no  ecclesiastical  power 
or  body  that  has  any  jurisdiction  over  it.  Its  acts  cannot  be  controlled 
or  invalidated  by  any  higher  authority.     Ecclesiastical  Councils  and 


97 

Synods  have  only  the  power  of  giving  advice,  without  the  least  right 
to  any  other  kind  of  interference.  And  if  a  Church  violates  its  cove- 
nant obligations  or  infringes  on  the  principles  of  Congregationalisni, 
or  tramples  on  the  rights  of  individuals,  the  acts  cannot  be  revised  and 
rendered  void  by  any  -power  above  the  Church  itself.  Individuals  who 
suffer  unjustly  from  church-censures,  or  any  measures  which  the 
members  pursue,  may  be  received  into  other  Churches,  if  they  are 
disposed  to  admit  them  ;  but  they  cannot  be  put  into  their  former  con- 
dition without  the  consent  and  act  of  the  Church  which  has  inflicted 
the  wrong.  Minorities  cannot  render  null  and  void  the  acts  of  ma- 
jorities. The  majority  is  the  Church  ;  and  if  you  say  that  the  acts  of 
the  majority  can  be  properly  considered  church-acts  only  when  they 
are  conformed  to  the  regulations  of  the  Church,  we  reply,  that  it  is 
for  the  majority  to  interpret  these  rules,  and  to  decide  whether  they 
have  been  infringed  or  not.  And  the  moment  you  admit  that  the 
minority  can  decide  this  point,  advised  or  not  advised  by  Councils, 
you  make  the  minority  a  majority,  and  give  to  the  latter  the  rights  and 
powers  of  the  former. 

Sometimes  members  of  a  Church  may  be,  they  not  unfrequently 
are,  most  unjustly  excluded  from  the  Church  with  which  they  are  con- 
nected. What  is  the  remedy?  Not  a  reversal  of  the  act  of  the 
Church,  and  a  restoration  of  the  individual  to  his  former  standing  in 
the  body  from  which  he  has  been  separated,  but  a  reception  into  the 
fellowship  of  any  other  Church,  which  is  disposed  to  extend  to  him 
the  privileges  of  her  fellowship  and  care.  When  a  person  is  unjustly 
ejected  from  the  possession  of  a  certain  tenement  which  he  claims  as 
his  own,  and  his  friends  make  up  the  loss  by  providing  him  with 
another,  instead  of  attempting  to  compel  the  wrong-doer  to  restore  him 
to  his  former  possession,  it  may  be  called  in  a  certain  sense  a  remedy 
— a  reparation  of  the  injury  ;  but  it  is  quite  a  different  thing  from 
reinstating  him  in  his  former  position  and  nullifying  the  act  of  the 
offender.  There  may  be  power  to  do  the  latter,  when  there  is  none  to 
do  the  former.  This  illustrates  the  case  of  a  person  unjustly  excom- 
municated. The  act  of  the  offending  Church  remains  valid.  There 
is  no  power  to  undo  that  act  itself,  though  another  body  may  grant 
him  the  privileges  of  membership. 

Any  one  who  will  observe  carefully,  how  the  Platform  provides  for 
the  treatment  of  Churches  that  have  become  corrupt  and  scandalous, 
will  be  struck  with  the  great  pains  which  its  framers  have  taken,  to 
guard  the  independent  control  of  Churches  over  their  own  concerns. 
It  takes  the  ground  that  the  being  of  a  Church  is  not  destroyed  im- 
mediately by  its  degeneracy ;  and  it  provides,  that,  even  when  a 
Church  has  become  so  deterioriated  and  unchristian  that  it  is  obliged 
to  be  excommunicated,  it  still  retains  its  character  as  a  Church ;  so 
that  the  faithful  minority  who  adhere  to  its  original  faith  and  covenant 
are  not  the  Church,  and  can  only  have  the  difficulties  and  wrongs  of 
their  position  remedied,  by  becoming  connected  with  other  organiza- 
tions. Why  did  not  the  Platform  ordain  that  when  the  majority  of  a 
Church  had  become  so  corrupt,  as  to  lose  their  Christian  character, 
and  be  cast  out  of  the  pale  of  Christian  fellowship,  the  steadfast  mi- 
nority should  be  considered  as  the  Church,  instead  of  allowing  them 
only  to  forsake  their  former  connections  and  become  connected  with 
13 
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©ther  bodies?  The  degenerate  Church  is  still  considered  as  a  Church, 
although  it  may  have  an  unchristian  covenant,  an  heretical  pastor,  be 
composed  principally  of  unregenerate  members,  received  on  the  avow- 
ed ground  of  dispensing  with  the  necessity  of  a  radical  change  of 
heart, —  and  either  exercising  no  discipline  at  all,  or  an  unchristian 
discipline,  which  the  Council  say  "  is  a  thousand  times  worse  than 
none."  And  if  it  be  considered  as  a  Church  in  such  a  case,  its  acts 
must  be  considered  as  ecclesiastically  valid;  because  it  would  be 
absurd  to  consider  it  a  Church,  when  its  church-acts  were  all  a  nullity. 

We  suppose  it  will  be  replied  to  this,  that  the  Church  may  be  still 
considered  as  having  a  being,  bound  by  the  obligations  of  its  original 
covenant  which  it  cannot  annul,  and  possessing  the  capability  of 
acting  rightly  and  validly,  although  all  its  wrong  acts  are  of  no  au- 
thority. Now  it  is  a  well-understood  principle  of  Congregationalism, 
that  none  but  true  believers  have  a  right  to  celebrate  the  Lord's 
Supper.  Of  course  none  of  the  majority,  in  the  case  supposed,  are 
entitled  to  this  privilege.  The  Church,  as  a  Church,  in  its  present 
state,  has  no  right  to  appoint  the  observance  of  this  ceremony  ;  the 
pastor  has  no  right  to  administer  the  ordinance  j  the  deacons,  we  will 
suppose,  have  no  right  to  distribute  the  elements  ;  a  large  portion  of 
the  Church  are  disqualified  for  receiving  them.  The  season,  how- 
ever, is  appointed,  and  the  evangelical  portion  of  the  members  are 
bound  by  virtue  of  the  regulations,  to  attend  and  partake  in  the  cele- 
bration. But  if  the  administration  of  the  Supper  he  a  nullity,  as  it 
must  be,  according  to  the  principles  of  the  Result,  then  under  what 
obligations  are  the  pure  part  of  the  Church  to  participate  in  it  ?  The 
only  possible  ground  on  which  they  are  obligated  to  attend  on  such 
occasions,  is  their  relation  to  the  Church  that  observes  them.  But  if 
the  act  of  the  Church  is  entirely  invalid,  and  to  be  treated  just  as 
though  it  had  no  being,  then  they  are  bound  to  stay  away.  The 
Platform  evidently  contemplated  their  uniting  with  the  Church  in  such 
acts.  They  could  not  consider  the  act  of  the  Church  in  such  case 
otherwise  than  as  a  wrong  act,  and  yet  an  act  proper  for  the  uncor- 
rupted  portion  of  the  members  to  unite  in.  So  it  must  be,  if  they 
meant  any  thing,  by  allowing  them  to  remain  in  the  Church  without 
a  forfeiture  of  their  Christian  character,  after  the  exclusion  of  the 
whole  body  from  Christian  fellowship.  For  it  is  to  be  observed,  that 
they  do  not  require  them  to  leave  the  Church  ;  but  only  say  that  they 
may  quit  it  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  a  Synod. 

Again  :  Suppose,  after  being  excommunicated,  the  Church,  in  that 
condition,  had  settled  an  unrenewed  man  for  their  pastor,  and  received 
a  large  number  of  unsuitable  persons  into  fellowship.  Then  suppose 
the  Spirit  should  descend  and  convert  both  pastor  and  flock, — would 
it  be  necessary  for  the  pastor  to  be  called  and  ordained  again,  and  the 
members  to  be  received  again  '?  On  the  ground  of  the  Result,  we  see 
not  how  it  could  be  otherwise.  For  the  act  of  choosing  the  pastor 
was  morally  wrong,  and  the  reception  of  the  unfit  members  was 
equally  so,  and  of  course  invalid  and  mere  nullities,  requiring  to  be 
held  void,  and  to  be  treated  as  though  they  never  had  a  being. 

It  is  very  evident,  how  sacredly  our  fathers  regarded  the  indepen- 
dence and  supremacy  of  the  Churches  as  to  the  management  of  their 
own  affairs.     When  a  person  was  excommunicated  from  a  Church,,  he 
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was  made  no  member  ;  completely  put  out  of  his  former  position  and 
divested  of  his  former  relations  ;  as  much  in  the  world  as  before  his 
connection  with  the  body.  Such  power  had  each  Church.  But  when 
Churches  were  excommunicated ,  they  loere  considered  as  Churches  still ; 
so  much  so,  that  the  sound  part  would  remain  in  connection  and  fel- 
lowship with  them,  without  forfeiting  the  Christian  regard  of  neighbor 
Churches.  Their  wrong  acts  were  held  to  be  valid  church-acts, 
subject  to  the  nullifying  power  of  no  other  and  higher  authority. 

We  suppose,  that  it  may  be  replied  to  what  we  have  urged,  that  the 
manner  in  which  the  framers  of  the  Platform  viewed  the  Churches, 
goes  to  strengthen  the  positions  of  the  Result ;  inasmuch  as  it  would 
seem  to  be  so  impossible  for  a  Church  to  be  disbanded,  that  no  cor- 
ruption of  their  character,  nor  even  the  unanimous  excommunication 
of  them  by  other  Churches,  could  dissolve  them.  We  think,  on  the 
contrary,  that  this  very  aspect  of  the  case  serves  materially  to  strengthen 
our  own  ;  for  the  whole  foundation  of  the  method  of  regarding  and 
treating  corrupt  Churches,  laid  down  in  the  Platform,  is  the  complete 
independency  of  such  Churches,  of  all  foreign  control.  Their  power 
was  such  that  they  could  be  Churches,  even  though  they  could  not  be 
regarded  as  truly  Christian  Churches.  Even  excommunication,  which 
could  operate  with  such  disfranchising  effect,  when  inflicted  by  a 
Church  on  one  of  its  own  members,  could  not  affect  the  existence  of 
the  Church,  on  which  the  censure  was  inflicted  by  its  sister  Churches. 

Now,  if  the  Council  had  taken  such  views  of  the  rights  and  su- 
premacy of  Churches  as  the  Platform  does,  we  think  that  they  would 
never  have  advised  the  minority  of  a  Church  to  nullify  the  acts  of  that 
Church,  because  they  might  think  them  wrong.  They  would  not  have 
set  up  a  principle,  which,  if  it  was  carried  out,  would  spread  confu- 
sion through  our  whole  system.  If  they  thought  the  minority 
wronged,  there  was  another  remedy.  This  minority  might  have  been 
organized  into  a  neio  Church,  and  have  continued  to  worship  God  and 
observe  the  ordinances  of  religion  as  they  now  do;  and  all  the  difficul- 
ties and  dangers,  which  have  followed  this  capital  mistake  of  the  first 
Council  of  the  Howard  Street  minority,  might  have  been  avoided. 

It  is  neither  new  nor  strange  for  minorities  to  claim  the  rights  of 
majorities.  It  is  nothing  nevi^  for  demagogues  in  church  and  state,  to 
lend  their  aid  and  countenance  to  such  unwarrantable  pretensions. 
We  wish  minorities  to  contend  with  all  proper  earnestness  and  resolu- 
tion for  their  rights  against  tyrannical  majorities  ;  and  we  just  as  sin- 
cerely hope,  that  majorities  will  use  their  legitimate  power,  in  protect- 
ing themselves  from  turbulent  and  usurping  minorities. 

We  hope  Ecclesiastical  Councils,  also,  will  take  care,  not  to  give 
their  sanction  to  principles,  which  tend  to  encourage  those  who  are 
unwilling  to  submit  to  restraints  and  authority  ;  and  who,  whether  a 
majority  or  minority,  are  determined  at  all  hazards  to  make  every  thing 
bend  to  their  own  will,  and  absorb  all  power  into  their  own  hands. 
The  false  principles  which  they  establish  may  recoil  with  terrible  retri- 
bution on  their  own  heads  ;  and  cause  them  to  see,  too  late  for  their 
own  safety  and  peace,  the  error  and  folly  of  their  course. 
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From  the  assumptions  and  professions  of  our  brethren  in  their 
Result,  it  would  be  taken  for  granted,  that  they  had  never  heard  of 
such  a  thing  in  all  their  lives  as  a  dissolution  of  a  Church  ;  and  that 
the  vote  of  the  Howard  Street  majority  was  without  precedent,  or 
parallel,  in  all  that  has  ever  yet  been  known  in  our  Churches.  We 
might  say  to  them,  that  if  this  were  true  to  the  Utter,  the  act  of  the 
Howard  Street  majority  might  neither  be  invalid  nor  unwarranted. 
Can  they  tell  us,  ivhat  Church  in  New  England  set  the  example  of 
voting  to  take  letters  to  other  Churches  1  And  what  better  right  had 
that  Church  thus  to  vote,  than  the  Howard  Street  Church  to  vote  as 
they  did.  May  4th,  1847,  even  if  no  other  Church  had  ever  done  the 
same  before  ? 

In  the  Result  of  the  Mutual  Council,  that  advised  the  dissolution  of 
the  Church  at  Howard  Street,  the  "  step  "  was  declared  to  be  "  un- 
common." The  language  was  used,  because  it  is  "  uncommon  "  to 
disband  a  Church,  as  a  remedy  for  internal  disorders.  Still,  the  dis- 
bandraent  of  Churches,  from  other  causes,  has  been  relatively  not 
uncommon.  And  hence  in  another  document,  a  member  of  that 
Council  speaks  of  the  examples,  as  if  "  countless," — using,  currente 
calamo,  an  epithet  of  colloquial  hyperbole.*  And  until  the  ground- 
less clamor  was  raised  against  the  vote  of  Howard  Street  Church,  we 
had  never  heard  of  a  single  instance,  in  which  the  majority  of  a 
Church,  wishing  to  put  an  end  to  their  organization,  had  refrained 
from  a  vote  to  disband  or  dissolve,  merely  because  the  vote  could  not 
be  unanimous. 

When  Churches  have  been  so  reduced  in  numbers,  as  to  be  incapa- 
ble of  sustaining  their  organization  efficiently  ;  or  when,  as  in  many 
experiments  of  extension  or  colonization,  expectations  of  prosperity 
have  not  been  realized ;  or,  when  by  union  with  another  Church,  or, 
by  distribution  in  more  Churches  than  one,  the  great  end  for  which 
particular  Churches  are  formed,  may  be  better  accomplished, — votes 
have  been  taken,  unanimously,  or  by  majorities  greater  or  less,  for 
disbandment,  or  for  union  with  other  Churches.  In  each  case,  the 
usage  has  been,  to  make  provision  for  letters  of  testimonial,  or  certifi- 
cates of  church-standing,  so  that  the  members  might  be  received  and 
recognized  elsewhere. 

Churches  have  become  extinct,  as  some  of  our  brethren  would  say, 
"  hy  the  visitation  of  God !  "  By  removals,  by  transfer  of  member- 
ship, and  by  various  unfavorable  influences,  they  have  languished  and 
expired.  Thus  was  it,  we  suppose,  with  a  Church  in  Egremont, 
another  in  Bellingham,  Newbury  Second  Church,  and  a  Church  in 
Concord,  Mass.* 

We  shall  now  adduce  some  illustrations  of  our  doctrine  from  the 
ecclesiastical  history  of  New  England  ;  and  shall  also  avail  ourselves 
of  the  direct  or  indirect  witness  of  eminent  Congregational  clergymen, 

*  We  should  have  thought  that  this  might  have  been  so  interpreted,  without  such 
an  uncourteous  imputation  upon  him,  by  a  "  Layman,"  (Congregationalist,  Feb,  8.) 
Whoever  tlie  writer  is,  he  may  do  well  to  turn  to  John  xxi.  25,  and  then  to 
Luke  ix.  55. 

*  See  Quar-  Reg.  Am.  Ed.  Soc.  Vol.  xi.  p.  183. — See  the  same,  or  other  volumes, 
for  proof  of  other  statements,  and  for  other  facts,  to  which  we  shall  not  allude. 
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whose  opinions  are  as  valuable,  as  any  examples  of  the  action  of  our 
Churches. 

Reminding  our  readers  of  what  we  have  cited  from  the  memorials  of 
the  days  of  "the  fathers,"  (pp.  45-47,)  we  would  again  recur  to  the 
discussion  in  the  "  Spirit  of  the  Pilgrims,"  respecting  the  doctrine  of 
the  Courts  of  Massachusetts,  as  first  maintained  by  Judge  Parker,  in 
the  Dedham  case.     It  is  substantially  this  : 

A  Church,  when  once  connected  in  public  worship  with  a  town  or  parish, 
cannot,  but  by  extinction,-  be  disconnected.  It  cannot,  as  a  Church,  with- 
draw. It  may  become,  in  conscience,  dissatisfied  with  the  connection ; 
iX^  ™«2/  ^"^^  ^^  dissolve  it ;  and  its  members,  in  a  large  majority,  may  leave 
the  parish  ;  but  they  leave  it  only  as  individuals  ;  the  Church,  with  its  prop- 
erty, remains.  Indeed  the  members  may  all  go,  and  go  by  solemn  vote ;  but, 
in  this  case,  they  die  as  a  Church  ;  their  property,  however  expressly  given 
and  secured  to  the  Church,  is  left  to  the  parish  ;  and  this  "  is  competent  to 
institute  a  new  Church,"  which  may  be  more  obsequious  to  its  wishes,  and 
"  will  succeed  to  all  the  rights  of  the  old."    (Vol.  I.  p.  120.) 

This  doctrine  is  contested  with  great  ability.  A  single  passage 
must  suffice  for  our  present  purpose. 

Did  Chief  Justice  Parker  ever  hear  of  a  Church  voting,  by  a  large  major- 
ity, to  withdraw  from  a  parish,  and  of  its  withdrawing  accordingly,  and  still 
of  its  leaving  itself  behind  ?  This  was  the  case  precisely,  on  which  his 
Honor  was  called  to  decide.  What  usage  of  the  country  can  he  bring,  in 
support  of  such  an  instance  as  this  ?  No  doubt,  church-members  may  re- 
move from  one  place  to  another;  and  indeed  a  majority  of  a  Church  may 
remove,  as  individuals,  by  dismission  and  recommendation,  and  still  leave 
the  Church  behind  them.  "  A  diminution  of  numbers"  in  this  way,  "will 
not  affect  the  identity  of  the  body."  But  when  a  Church,  in  regular  meet- 
ing, takes  up  the  subject  of  withdrawing  from  a  parish ;  deliberates  re- 
specting it;  solemnly  votes  to  withdraw,  and  accordingly  does  withdraw, 
(([?'  although  it  may  leave  individuals  behind,)  ive  insist  upon  it  that  the 
Church  is  withdrawn ;  and  ive  challenge  any  person  acquainted  with  our  his- 
tory to  bring  any  respectable  usage  of  the  country,  previous  to  the  late  de- 
cisions, to  countervail  the  sentiment  we  have  expressed.  (Spirit  of  the  Pil- 
grims, 1828,  pp.  123,  4.) 

The  power  of  a  Church  to  withdraw  by  its  majority,  as  here  claimed 
to  be  according  "  to  the  usage  of  the  country,"  is  the  power  of  dis- 
solving the  organization, — which,  it  is  implied  in  the  previous  passage, 
may  justifiably  be  exercised.  In  general,  vve  believe,  "  the  exiled 
churches"  have  been  reorganized,  in  order  to  have  a  quiet  and  an  un- 
disputed legal  existence.  Some  of  them,  like  the  Dedham  Church, 
still  claim  to  be  the  old  Churches,  undissolved,  though  separated  from 
the  original  parish,  or  society.  There  are  difficulties,  in  such  cases, 
which  it  appears  to  us,  it  is  best  to  meet  by  a  new  organization.  But 
it  was  much  to  our  surprise  and  regret,  that  some  lay  members  of  the 
Essex  South  Conference  appealed  to  the  unrighteous  and  oppressive 
interpretations  of  our  laws,  by  the  Courts  of  our  State,  as  if  conclu- 
sive in  favor  of  the  pretensions  of  the  Howard  Street  minority.  The 
Courts  of  Massachusetts  have  never  yet  had  a  case  like  that 
OF  Howard  Street  ! 

We  had  expected  to  see  in  the  Result,  a  similar  reference  to  the 
laws  of  the  Commonwealth.     And  we  take  it  for  granted,  that,  all 
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things  considered,  it  was  deemed  best  to  onnit  it ;  and  that  the  same 
conclusion  was  formed  in  respect  to  some  other  arguments,  which  were 
urged  against  us  with  much  spirit,  but  of  which  we  find  little  or  noth- 
ing in  this  Result,  except  the  spirit. 

In  Natick,  one  Indian  Church,  tuw  Indian  and  English  Churches 
were  successively  organized,  and  became  extinct,  before  the  present 
First  Church  was  formed,  in  1802.  The  Indian  Church  gathered  by 
John  Eliot,  in  J660,  "  was  dissolved,  soon  after  the  death  of  the  pastor, 
in  1716,  if  it  were  not  indeed  before."  *'  The  Church  of  Indians  and 
English,  gathered  in  Mr.  Peabody's  day,  (Dec.  1729,)  having  been, 
from  causes  not  explained,  dissolved  at  his  death,  or  soon  after,  another 
Church  of  the  same  description  was  embodied  a  little  before  Mr. 
Badger's  ordination"  (1753).  The  Church  had  become  extinct,  in 
1799. 

The  Church  in  School  Street,  Boston,  (Andrew  Caswell's,)  formed 
in  1748,  was  disbanded  in  1785.  The  house  of  worship  was  sold. 
So  far  as  we  have  learned,  we  believe  that  this  was  a  case  precisely  in 
point,  as  an  example  for  the  Howard  Street  Church,  if  any  had  been 
needed. 

The  First  and  Second  Churches  in  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  were 
each  dissolved, — votes  having  previously  been  passed  in  each,  to  unite 
their  property  and  interests  together  for  a  new  organization.  Both 
Churches  were  very  small,  and  a  union  could  not  be  eifected,  in  any 
other  way,  than  by  an  absolute  dissolution  of  each  Church  respectively. 
This  was  in  1833.  The  members  of  each  were  formed  into  a  Church, 
by  an  Ecclesiastical  Council,  with  a  new  covenant  and  articles  :  ttvo 
excepted,  one  of  whom  being  sick  took  no  part  in  the  transactions, 
and  the  other,  said  to  be  "a  most  excellent  woman,"  "differing  in 
views."  She  is  a  member  of  the  congregation,  with  which  the  new 
Church  is  connected,  but  is  not  a  communicnnt.  Is  not  this  an  in- 
stance of  a  church-member  made  "  no  member,"  "  without  excommu- 
nication "  ? 

A  Church  in  Florida,  Berkshire  County,  Mass.,  "  organized  May  14, 
1814,  was  dissolved  Dec.  25,  1831,  having  had  in  all,  from  the  begin- 
ning, eighteen  members.  Fifteen  of  these  were  added  to  the  Church 
in  North  Adams,  and  others  to  the  Church  in  Charlemont,  Franklin 
County." 

In  1830,  a  small  Church  in  Bov*^,  N.  H.  agreed  to  "disband," 
— "  voting  to  give  letters  of  recommendation  to  all  the  members." 
The  reasons  were,  that  they  were  unable  to  sustain  religious  insti- 
tutions, and  could  conveniently  be  connected  with  other  Churches. 
In  a  resolution,  setting  forth  their  reasons,  it  was  ''voted,  that  the 
Church  be  and  hereby  is  disbanded."  Two  or  three  members  were 
absent  from  the  meeting,  but  were  understood  to  be  in  favor  of  the 
measure.  If  it  had  been  otherwise,  we  are  warranted  to  say,  that  it 
would  not  have  prevented  the  vote  to  disband.  Rev.  Dr.  Bouton,  of 
Concord,  N.  H.,  presided  at  the  meeting,  when  this  Church  thus 
voted.     Among  other  remarks,  in  communicating  the  facts,  he  says : 

Without  entering  into  an  argument  on  the  subject,  my  views  concisely  are 
these  : — 1.  There  may  be  good  and  sufficient  reasons  why  a  particular  local 
Church  should  be  dissolved.  2.  Of  those  reasons,  a  majority  have  the  right 
to  judge.    3.  The  minority  have  a  right  to  protest,  and,  if  they  wish  it,  to 
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have  the  advice  of  a  Council,  hefore  the  act,  or,  if  aggrieved  by  the  act  of 
the  majority,  have  a  right  to  appeal  to  a  Council.  If  on  the  question  of  dis- 
banding, the  Church  is  divided,  the  parties  better  first  ask  the  advice  of  a 
Mutual  Council.  *  *  *  If  a  minority  protesting  against  the  act  of  a 
majority,  in  disbanding,  after  advice  of  a  Mutual  Council,  still  feel 
aggrieved,  they  have  the  right  to  ask  advice  of  a  Council;  but  in  my  judg- 
ment no  Council  can,  consistently  with  the  principles  of  Congregationalism, 
recognize  such  minority  as  "the  Church "—"  retaining  or  sustaining  ita 
visibility."  The  Council  may  advise  them  to  re-organize  upon  the  same 
platform,  and  to  assume  the  same  name;  but  to  claim  that  they  are  the 
identical  Church,  which  was  disbanded  by  vote  of  the  majority,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  advice  of  a  Council,  seems  to  me  preposterous.  On  that 
principle,  a  single  member  may  claim  to  be  "  the  Church,"  in  opposition  to 
the  disbanding  vote  of  ninety- nine,  and  contrary  also  to  the  advice  of  a 
Council  thereunto.  Such  church  "unity"  might  satisfy  the  most  radical 
reformers ! 

The  opinion  of  Dr.  Bouton,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  will  be 
appreciated  by  all  who  know  his  high  standing  and  character.  And 
in  connection  with  his  witness,  in  regard  to  Congregational  usage,  we 
will  cite  an  extract  from  a  letter  of  Dr.  John  Woodbridge,  of  Hadley, 
whose  praise  is  so  great  in  all  the  Churches  of  that  beautiful  region, 
in  which  he  is  permitted  to  spend  the  evening  of  his  useful  life. 

I  agree  with  you  in  opinion,  that  provision  should  by  all  means  be  made 
for  the  regular  dismission  and  recommendation  of  members  from  a  disbanded 
Church.  Regular  communicants  cannot  break  away  from  their  covenant 
obligations ;  nor  can  they  be  cast  by  their  brethren,  unshielded  and  unpro- 
vided for,  upon  the  world.     The  children  must  be  lodged,  fed,  and  clothed. 

With  respect  to  the  unanimity  by  a  Church  in  voting  its  dissolution,  it  is 
certainly  desirable ;  but  not,  of  course,  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  act. 
Suppose  there  were  but  one  dissentient ;  it  were  surely  unreasonable,  that 
his  opinion  should  control  a  whole  Church,  and  an  Ecclesiastical  Council 
too,  convened  to  decide  in  the  case.  On  this  principle,  any  one  man  might 
not  only  embarrass  all  proceedings,  but  if  the  Church  should  be  dissolved, 
might  claim  as  his  own  all  the  common  property,  which  had  been  held  by 
the  brotherhood,  —  communion  and  baptismal  furniture,  books,  buildings 
and  all ! 

The  public  good  should  decide  in  every  instance.  It  is  indispensable, 
that  those  who  remain  should  have  the  reasonable  prospect  of  being  able  to 
support  the  institutions  of  the  gospel  themselves ;  that  they  should  have  pre- 
viously remonstrated  against  the  action  of  the  majority  ;  and  that  they 
should  be  sufficient  in  numbers,  to  exert  an  important  influence  in  favor  of 
the  cause  of  truth  and  holiness.  Q^^  It  is  to  be  presumed  that  an  impartial 
Council  from  the  neighborhood  will  be  better  qualified  to  judge  in  the  matter, 
than  a  small  minority  of  dissatisfied  individuals  in  the  Church.  For  such 
individuals  to  disregard  the  decision  of  a  Council,  seems,  not  only  like  self- 
will,  but  almost  like  a  breach  of  fellowship  with  the  Churches  which  such 
Council  represents ! 

Not  to  insist  on  the  leading  doctrine  of  Congregationalism,  that  the  will 
of  a  regularly  constituted  majority  must  govern,  except  in  cases  where  there 
is  an  invasion  of  the  rights  of  conscience, — I  merely  add,  that,  in  many 
instances,  some  will  be  found  to  dissent  from  measures,  which  are  of  the 
greatest  importance  to  the  peace  and  prosperity  of  the  Churches  of  Christ. 

(][/^  While,  therefore,  I  would,  if  possible,  obtain  a  unanimous  vote  in  the 
ease  you  mention,  I  should  not  feel  myself  bound  to  acknowledge  an  eccle- 
siastical organization  which  ought  not  to  exist,  and  which,  in  fact,  a  large 
proportion  of  those  composing  it  had  dissolved  by  a  regular  act,  consonant 
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with  the  rules  prescribed  in  the  New  Testament  and  the  usage  of  our 
Churches. 

Some  time  last  summer  we  had  some  conversation  with  Dr.  Lyman 
Beecher,  in  relation  to  the  dissolution  of  a  Church.  We  inquired  of 
him,  whether  a  Church  could  not  be  dissolved  by  vote  of  the  mem- 
bers ?  With  his  characteristic  pleasantry  and  decision,  he  replied, — 
"  I  do  not  hiow  how  else  a  Church  can  he  dissolved."  And  the  idea, 
that  there  was  not  power  in  a  Church  to  disband,  hy  the  action  of  a 
regular  majority,  was  treated,  as  if  any  man  who  entertained  it  must 
be  deficient  in  common  sense. 

The  Brainerd  Church,  in  Belchertown,  organized  in  1834,  ceased 
to  exist,  in  1841,  by  uniting  with  the  old  Church — each  Church  voting 
in  favor  of  the  measure.  A  Council  was  called  to  consider  the  subject. 
In  the  Brainerd  Church  a  few  members  opposed  the  union,  and  did 
not  vote — nearly  all  absenting  themselves  from  the  meeting,  when  the 
Church^ook  final  action.  One,  however,  resisted  the  proceedings  as 
warmly  and  indomitably,  as  any  of  the  Howard  Street  minority  did  the 
action  of  that  Church,  in  May,  1847.  He  appeared  before  the  Coun- 
cil, and  claimed  to  be  himself  the  Church,  although  every  one  of  the 
rest  should  become  united  with  the  old  Church.  The  moderator,  the 
late  Rev.  Mr.  Perkins,  of  Amherst,  and  a  very  intelligent  and  prudent 
man — with  other  members  of  the  Council — maintained,  that,  "although 
a  Church  could  not  transfer  the  relation  of  a  member  from  one  Church 
to  another  without  his  consent ;  yet  there  were  some  things,  which  a 
Church  might  vote,  that  would  be  obligatory  on  every  member,  and 
generally  they  were  such  things  as  were  thought  promotive  of  religion, 
and  the  best  good  of  the  Church." 

To  the  claim  of  the  member,  that  he  would  still  be  the  Brainerd 
Church,  "the  Council  said  ' No.^  The  Brainerd  Church  have  voted  to 
unite  themselves,  and  become  consolidated  with  the  First  Church,  and 
all  become  one.  This  they  have  a  right  to  do.  But  if  the  Church 
remains  still  a  separate  Church,  it  is  not  united.  There  would  be  an 
inconsistency  in  taking  such  a  position.  All  the  members  of  both 
Churches" — it  was  further  said — ^^  were  bound  by  the  church-votes." 
"  In  one  sense,"  remarks  our  much  respected  informant,  who  was  a 
leading  member  of  the  Brainerd  Church,  "  both  Churches  were  dis- 
solved by  their  votes,  as  distinct,  separate  organizeA  bodies;  in  another 
sense,  neither  Church  was  dissolved,  but  merely  changed  from  a  sepa- 
rate organization  to  a  union  organization,  retaining  their  former  arti- 
cles of  faith,  officers,  dtc.  The  one  man  has  never  communed  with 
the  united  Church,  and  has  been  excommunicated  for  refusing  to  ob- 
serve church-ordinances.     All  others  have  come  into  the  union." 

Here,  certainly,  is  the  principle  of  action  in  the  case  of  Howard 
Street. 

In  the  neighboring  town  of  Granby,  the  West  Church  united  with 
the  East,  a  few  years  since.  There  was  an  opposing  minority,  most 
or  all  of  whom,  instead  of  persisting  in  their  opposition,  took  letters, 
we  believe,  to  the  Church  in  South  Hadley.  There  have  been  similar 
cases  of  union,  as  in  Otis,  in  1810,  in  Pittsfield,  in  1817,  in  Marlboro', 
in  1835,  with  many  others  of  earlier  or  later  date.  We  know  nothing 
of  the  manner  of  voting. 
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One  example  of  this  class,  that  of  the  Pleasant  Street  Church  in 
Portsmouth,  N.  H.,  was  fresh  in  the  memory  of  the  moderator  of  the 
Mutual  Council,  which  advised  the  disbandment  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church.  And  by  this  time,  we  are  inclined  to  conjecture  that  the 
members  of  the  late  Council,  who  may  be  among  our  readers,  will 
begin  to  doubt  whether  he  could,  if  he  would,  very  justly  claim  to 
be  the  ^^  originator"  or  '^inventor"  of  the  doctrine  of  church-dis- 
solution. 

"  The  case  which  occurred  in  Portsmouth,"  he  has  said,  (Puritan  Recorder 
October  4,  1849,)  "  came  under  our  personal  observation.  One  Church  had 
gone  out  as  a  colony  from  the  other.  But  adverse  events  and  commercial 
disasters  had,  after  a  few  years,  greatly  diminished  the  ability  of  the  two'; 
and  the  difficulties  of  their  case  begot  mutual  irritations.  Hence  the  Colo- 
ny Church  voted  to  dissolve  and  unite  with  the  other.  Some  individuals 
were  reluctant,  but  all  finally  yielded  to  the  apparent  necessity,  with  no  pre- 
tence of  right  to  veto  a  measure,  which  the  majority  decided  to  be  for  the 
common  good.  And  many  years  of  prosperity  to  the  united  Church  have 
proved  the  wisdom  of  the  steps  taken."        *        *        * 

But,  as  appropriately  intimated,  if  a  few  persons,  who  were  the  op- 
posing minority,  had  stood  out  for  the  claim  of  being  the  Pleasant 
Street  Church,  and  had  been  so  recognized,  they  might  have  been  "a 
perpetual  thorn  in  the  side  of  the  other  Church,  and  a  cause  of  re- 
proach to  the  Orthodox  interest  there." 

A  Church  in  Portland,  Me.,  a  few  years  since,  passed  a  vote  by  a  ma- 
jority to  give  letters  of  dismission,  for  the  very  purpose  of  disbanding. 
Of  the  contending  minority,  four  or  five,  at  least,  refused  to  take  letters. 
Some,  it  is  said,  never  became  connected  with  any  other  evangelical 
Church  ;  and,  if  we  have  been  rightly  informed,  they  would  have  been 
of  no  advantage  in  any  such  Church.  Of  the  manner  in  which  some 
other  Churches  were  disbanded,  as  one  in  Philadelphia,  and  the  Chat- 
ham Street  Church,  with  two  or  three  others,  in  New  York,  we  can- 
not speak  particularly.  The  Marlboro'  Chapel  Church,  Boston,  after 
being  much  diminished,  went  out  of  existence  "through  mere  rotten- 
ness," as  some  one  has  said,  "  the  principle  of  vitality  having  left  it  some- 
time before  its  visible  and  utter  annihilation."  The  same  remark  is  pro- 
bably applicable  to  the  Free  Church  in  Montpelier,  Vt.,  which  a  distin- 
guished clergyman  of  that  State,  informs  us, — "  expanded  rapidly  and 
to  great  dimensions  ;  but  whether  it  came  to  its  end  by  explosion  and 
collapse,  is  not  so  certain.  It  is  understood  to  be  extinct."  These 
two  last  Churches  are  monuments  of  Oherlinism  and  Burchardism. 

In  the  summer  of  1844,  the  Garden  Street  and  Green  Street  Churches, 
Boston,  voted  to  unite,  taking  the  name  of  "  Messiah  Church,"  and 
retaining  their  respective  pastors  as  joint  pastors  of  the  new  Church. 
Some  in  each  Church  were  opposed  to  the  union  ;  and  so  they  respect- 
ively voted,  that  such  might  have  letters  to  other  Churches,  which  were 
accordingly  taken.  Here,  as  we  understand  the  facts,  the  same  principle 
was  involved,  as  in  the  dissolution  of  the  Howard  Street  Church.  If 
the  covenant  would  prohibit  the  one,  it  must  also  the  other.  The 
union  of  these  Churches  was  soon  dissolved  by  a  Council.  The 
"  Leyden  Church,"  which  afterwards  occupied  the  Green  Street  house 
of  worship,  was  composed  of  remaining  members  of  the  "  Messiah 
14 
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Church,"  and  members  of  Rev.  Mr.  Towne's  Church,  which  had  been 
virtually  disbanded.  In  1648,  the  Church  was  dissolved,  by  a  vote 
which  was  so  expressed  as  to  avoid  the  name  of  the  thing  which  was 
done,  and  wliich  was  designed  to  be  done.  It  was  "  Voted,  unani- 
mously. That  all  the  members  of  this  Church,  ^^^  in  good  and  regu- 
lar standing,  be  furnished  with  a  certificate  signed  by  the  officers  and 
clerk  of  the  Church,  in  the  following  words,  viz.,  '  This  certifies  that 

is   a  member  of  the   Leyden   Church,   Joseph   H.  Towne, 

late  pastor,  in  good  and  regular  standing,  and  as  such  is  recommended 
to  any  evangelical  Church  with  which  he  [or  she]  may  wish  to  unite.'" 

A  part  of  the  members,  and  the  wealthiest,  wishing  to  disband  im- 
mediately, had  left,  before  the  Council  came  together  for  the  dismission 
of  Mr.  Towne, — being  fully  persuaded,  that  the  organization  ought  to 
come  to  an  end,  and  hoping  by  their  departure  to  bring  others  to  the 
same  mind.  The  Bethesda  Church,  in  Charlestown,  more  recently 
dissolved,  was  made  to  "exist  no  longer,"  by  a  form  of  action  like 
that  of  the  "  Leyden  Church."  In  the  "  Leyden  Church  "  a  very 
great  majority,  and  also  in  the  Bethesda  Church,  we  have  been  told, 
would  have  been  glad  to  have  prosecuted  their  enterprise,  and  some 
resisted  an  abandonment  to  the  last,  hut  were  compelled  by  their  cir- 
cumstances, to  agree  to  a  real,  although  not  a  formally  expressed, 
dissolution  of  the  Churches,  The  principle  of  action  in  both  cases 
was  the  same,  as  in  the  proceedings  at  Howard  Street;  and  there  is 
no  reason  to  doubt,  that  the  indirect  or  covert  mode  of  action  adopted, 
was  very  much  owing  to  the  outcries  in  certain  quarters,  respecting 
those  proceedings.  And  if  any  think,  that  it  is  any  more  Congrega- 
tional for  a  minority  io  leave  a  Church,  or  threaten  to  leave  it,  in  or- 
der to  com[jel  the  majority  "  unanimously  "  to  give  and  take  letters  of 
dismission,  they  are  welcome  to  their  opinion.  For  ourselves,  we  are 
as  well  satisfied  with  the  action  at  Howard  Street. 

More  recently  still,  the  Chrystie  Street  Congregational  Church, 
New  York  city,  has  been  dissolved  in  express  form,    January  24,  1850, 

A  preamble  and  resolutions  were  adopted  and  entered  on  the  church-min- 
utes, setting  forth  the  causes  which  have  made  the  alienation  of  their  prop- 
erty necessary,  and  the  regrets  felt  at  separating  from  their  pastor  and  from 
one  another,  by  reason  of  their  inability  to  sustain  public  worship  any  longer 
without  a  church-edifice,  where  the  gospel  might  be  preached  to  the  poor. 
Their  records  and  other  documents  were  ordered  to  be  deposited  in  an  iron 
box  made  and  labeled  for  the  purpose,  and  to  be  lodged  in  a  suitable  place 
for  safe-keeping.  The  church-organization  was  then  declared  to  be  dis- 
solved.— JVeu)   York  Evangelist. 

In  respect  to  the  "  Leyden  Church  "  and  to  the  general  question 
before  us,  we  have  the  explicit  witness  of  the  learned  and  venerable 
Dr.  Jenks.  And  no  man  in  New  England  is  more  thoroughly  versed 
in  our  ecclesiastical  history,  or  is  more  enlightened  and  considerate  in 
all  his  opinions.  This  Church,  he  says,  "  dissolved  itself  by  its  own 
agreement,  being  unable  to  sustain  public  worship  in  the  house  which 
had  been  purchased,  and  which  was  sold  to  an  Episcopalian  Society." 
"  From  the  dissolving  Church,"  he  took  a  letter  of  dismission,  as  he 
did  when  the  Garden  Street  and  Green  Street  union  v.'as  dissolved. 

In  the  whole  course  of  these  painful  transactions,  says  Dr.  Jenks  : 
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There  was  no  question  raised  as  to  poiver.  It  was  a  providential  state  of 
severe  trial,  and  so  regarded.  We  generally  thought,  or  rather,  perhaps,  it 
was  generally  assumed,  that,  if  persons  could  associate  and  become  em- 
bodied as  a  Church  by  their  own  voluntary  act,  they  were  able,  on  mutual 
agreement,  to  separate  again, — provided,  in  the  latter  case,  that  no  members 
should  be  oppressed  or  injured,  but  be  duly  transferred  to  other  Christian 
bodies;  and  that,  for  the  peace  and  harmony  of  the  Churches  of  Christ  in 
special  denominational  fellowship,  the  measure  were  sanctioned  by  a  regular 
Council. 

As  to  the  necessity  of  perfect  unanimity  in  such  cases,  I  should  not 
esteem  it  absolutely  essential.  It  seems  to  me  sufficient,  that  the  majority 
of  acting  members,  properly  notified,  agree  to  act  in  the  case,  without  impos- 
ing on  the  Church  the  task  of  consulting  habitual  absentees,  who  may  be 
non-residents,  as  often  occurs  ;  or  suhjeding  themselves  to  intolerable  di^.cul- 
ties,  because  of  the  dissent  of  a  small  minority — due  reference  being  always 
had  to  the  requirements  of  Christian  courtesy  and  kindness. 

We  could  give  other  testimony  of  similar  character.  If  such  facts, 
however,  and  such  expressions  of  sentiment  will  not  suffice  for  convic- 
tion of  those,  who  differ  from  us  in  our  views  of  the  rights  of  Churches, 
acting  by  their  regular  majorities, — it  would  be  of  no  avail  to  add  to 
their  number.  It  must  at  least  be  conceded,  we  think,  that  if  we  are 
in  error,  we  are  not  alone.  And  it  is  our  happiness  to  believe,  that 
we  may  say  in  regard  to  our  brethren  who  have  so  assailed  us, — 
"they  that  be  with  us  are  more  than  they  that  be  with 
THEM."  And  a  higher  satisfaction  is  ours  also,  that  our  position  is 
both  unmoved  and  immovable. 

§  The  relations  of  the  Tahernade  Church  and  the  Essex  South  Con- 
ference, to  the  Howard  Street  minority. 

Immediately  after  the  dissolution  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  a 
portion  of  the  members  applied  for  admission  to  the  Tabernacle 
Church.  Some  of  these  had  taken  letters,  before  the  act  of  dissolu- 
tion. Others  brought  testimonials  according  to  the  vote  of  May  4, 
1847.  The  Tabernacle  Church  has  been  accustomed  to  yield  a  most 
respectful  deference  to  the  proceedings  of  a  Mutual  Council,  like  that 
whose  advice  had  been  followed  by  the  Howard  Street  majority.  With 
but  few  exceptions,  the  members  coincided  in  opinion  with  the  Coun- 
cil ;  although  it  is  believed,  that  there  was  not  one  who  did  not  regret 
and  deplore  the  causes  of  the  subsequent  vote  of  dissolution. 

It  was  well  known,  also,  that  the  majority  at  Howard  Street  had 
taken  such  measures,  as  Proprietors  of  the  house  of  worship,  as  im- 
plied a  full  purpose  to  put  an  entire  end  to  the  organization,  ecclesias- 
tically and  legally.  The  very  next  day  after  the  Result  of  the  Mutual 
Council  had  been  made  known,  was  the  day  for  the  annual  meeting  of 
the  Howard  Street  Proprietors,  for  the  choice  of  Standing  Committee, 
Treasurer  and  Collector.  But  no  Committee  was  appointed  to  supply 
the  pulpit,  neither  was  any  money  appropriated,  as  the  law  requires,  to 
defray  expenses  \~it  being  understood  as  the  wish  of  the  Proprietors, 
that  the  house  should  be  closed,  agreeably  to  the  advice  of  Council. 
This,  it  may  be  noted,  was  nearly  twenty  days  before  the  vole  of  the 
Church  to  dissolve.  For  other  facts,  we  will  refer  the  reader  to  the 
Appendix  of  this  Review,  simply  adding,   that  it  was  firmly  believed, 
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that  all  the  affairs  of  the  Corporation  would  soon  be  arranged  for  a 
legal  and  final  settlement. 

The  circumstance,  that  a  minority  of  the  Church  had  opposed  the 
proceedings  of  tiie  majority,  was  of  little  account.  They  were  not 
the  Church.  And  there  was  no  good  reason  to  recognize  their  will,  as 
the  true  voice  of  the  Church,  any  more  than  there  would  be  at  any 
other  time,  or  in  regard  to  any  other  subject.  They  had  indeed  com- 
menced the  public  assertion  of  their  claim  to  be  considered  the  Church 
undissolved.  But  being  few  in  number, — the  majority  of  these  having 
but  very  small  pecuniary  means,  not  owning  more  than  a  fifth  part, 
if  more  than  a  sixth,  in  the  house  of  worship, — their  endeavors  to  sus- 
tain themselves  were,  of  course,  regarded  as  impracticable  and  vision- 
ary. Whatever  they  might  themselves  profess  of  confidence  and  hope, 
was  generally  treated  by  all  considerate  and  judicious  people,  precisely 
as,  in  the  commercial  world,  wise  and  honest  merchants  are  accus- 
tomed to  treat  the  promises  and  the  hallucinations  of  bankruptcy. 

At  the  time  now  passing,  representations  are  made,  as  if  the  Howard 
Street  minority  were  abundantly  competent  to  meet  the  expenses  of 
their  undertaking.  If  they  are,  then  must  it  be  true,  that  there  is  not 
a  single  Church  in  Massachusetts,  which  ought  to  receive  aid  from  the 
Massachusetts  Missionary  Society.  But  what  is  the  real  truth  in  the 
case  may  be  inferred  from  a  single  fact.  The  rules  of  that  Society 
require  that  at  least  one  per  cent  shall  be  paid,  upon  taxable  prop- 
erty, before  any  Church  shall  be  aided.  By  those  rules,  all  the  known 
reliable  members  of  the  existing  Howard  Street  Church,  so  called, 
would  pay  less  than  one  hundred  dollars!  It  is  doubtful,  if  all  to- 
gether would  pay  this  amount,  if  now  distributed  in  other  Churches  of 
Salem.     Their  taxable  property  is  less  than  ^10,000! 

But  as  just  intimated,  if  it  were  indisputable,  that  very  large  and 
substantial  accessions  had  been  made  to  the  Howard  Street  minority, 
and  if  at  present  it  could  truly  be  said,  as  it  cannot  be,  that  they  are 
well  able  to  sustain  themselves  "  without  embarrassment,"  the  question 
of  the  right  of  the  majority  to  dissolve  the  Church,  would  not  in  the 
least  he  affected.  This  is  a  question  to  be  settled  upon  its  own  merits ; 
— and  we  are  now  considering  the  circumstances  as  they  were,  when 
the  Tabernacle  Church  first  acted  upon  the  subject. 

The  officers  of  the  Church  had  all  left,  or  intended  to  leave  forth- 
with. And  of  those  who  took  the  lead  in  the  subsequent  measures  to 
establish  themselves  as  the  Church  undissolved,  there  was  scarcely  a 
single  individual  remaining,  upon  whom  any  appreciable  reliance 
would  have  been  placed,  in  bearing  the  heavy  pecuniary  burdens  of 
the  Church  and  Society — if  the  Church  had  not  been  dissolved. 

What  then  was  the  duty  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  in  reference  to 
applicants  for  recognition,  from  the  Howard  Street  Church,  as  being 
regularly  dissolved  ?  How  could  the  Church  be  justified  in  repudi- 
ating the  advice  of  the  Mutual  Council  of  April  14th?  Why  should 
not  letters  of  dismission  and  testimonial,  signed  agreeably  to  the  pro- 
vision of  the  vote  of  May  4th,  be  accepted  as  in  order,  and  as  valid, 
in  every  way  ? 

Such  letters  2Dera  accepted,  and  members  were  received  into  full 
fellowship,  in  good  faith,  and  with  due  consideration  of  all  the  circum- 
stances.    The  names  of  five  persons  are  recorded,  as  ^'admitted  by 
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letter  from  Howard  Street  Church,  Friday  evening,  May  28,  1847," — 
at  which  time  was  heXA  the  first  bttsiness  meeting,  after  the  vote  of 
Hmoard  Street  Church  to  dissolve.  Thus  the  Tabernacle  Church  de- 
cided, indirectly  yet  actually,  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  Howard  Street  Church.  And  whatever  has  since  been 
done,  by  the  pastor  and  delegates  of  the  Church  in  the  Essex  South 
Conference,  and  by  the  Church  as  a  body  in  relation  to  Ezekiel  Goss, 
has  been  done  in  accordance  with  that  first  vote  of  May  28th,  1847. 
Every  measure  has  been  in  undeviating,  unfaltering  consistency  with 
that  vote  I 

If  other  Churches  see  fit  to  disregard  Mutual  Councils  and  regular 
church-majorities,  and  to  encourage  or  connive  at  such  proceedings 
as  those  of  the  Howard  Street  minority,  they  can  act  their  own  pleas- 
ure. But  the  Tabernacle  Church,  while  conceding  to  all  sister 
Churches  the  liberty  of  independent  action,  cannot  but  claim  the  right 
to  administer  their  own  affairs,  both  as  to  themselves  and  to  others, 
according  to  their  best  judgment.  "  And  this  we  will  do,  if  God 
PERMIT,"  is  their  language,  with  all  deference,  to  such  Ex  parte 
Councils  as  those,  which  have  outraged  all  accredited  principle  and 
propriety,  by  sustaining  the  preposterous  pretensions  of  the  Howard 
Street  minority.  It  may  well  be  doubted,  whether  there  is  another 
Church  in  the  Commonwealth,  in  which  more  vigilant  care  has  been 
taken,  that  "  all  things  "  should  "  be  done  decently  and  in 
ORDER."  This,  however,  might  not  always  have  been,  if  their  suc- 
cessive pastors,  for  more  than  a  century,  had  not  all  been  men,  who 
"  feared  the  effects  of  error,  more  than  they  dreaded  the  perils  of 
controversy." 

If  the  act  of  Howard  Street  Church  in  dissolving  was  to  be  con- 
sidered a  nullily,  then  all  the  letters  of  dismission  in  accordance  with 
that  vote  were  a  nullity.  The  members,  therefore,  recognized  by  the 
Tabernacle  Church,  were  received  out  of  order.  But  the  Church  did 
not  so  understand  the  case.  And  hence  unless  they  had  seen  cause 
to  retrace  their  steps,  and  eject  those  new  members  from  their  body, 
they  could  not,  without  absolutely  stultifying  themselves,  have  taken 
any  different  course  from  that  which  loas  taken,  and  which  has  been 
most  ingenuously  and  uprightly  consistent. 

When  vindicating  the  Church  in  reference  to  the  case  of  Mr.  Goss, 
it  did  not  occur  to  us,  that  there  was  another  and  not  an  inconsidera- 
ble item  of  history,  which  we  may  introduce  in  this  connection.  Four 
of  the  members  received  from  Howard  Street  were  afterwards  excom- 
municated, as  far  as  could  be,  by  those  claiming  to  be  that  Church. 
The  following  communication  was  addressed  to  them. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  held  at  the  Vestry,  on  Tues- 
day evening,  May  16,  1848,  Deacon  Thaddeus  Osgood  moderator,  it  was 

Voted,  That  we  withdraw  watch,  care  and  fellowship,  from  the  several 
individuals  who  have  left  this  Church  and  connected  themselves  with  other 
Churches  in  a  disorderly  manner,  and  that  a  copy  of  this  vote  be  sent  to 
them  by  the  Clerk. 

Salem,  May  17,  1848. 
In  conformity  with  my  instructions,  I  send  you  a  copy  herewith. 

Yours  respectfully,  E.  B.  Osgood,  Clerk, 
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It  will  be  perceived,  that  "  watch,  care,  Q^  and  fellowship"  are 
"  loithdrown  ;  " — and  because  the  "  persons  "  referred  to  "  connected 
themselves  with  other  Churches  in  a  disorderly  manner."  We  can 
make  no  less  of  the  proceeding,  than  an  attempt  at  excon'imunication, 
although  not  in  the  highest  and  severest  mode.  If,  as  has  been  more 
recently  pretended,  it  was  merely  meant  to  take  the  names  of  certain 
persons  from  the  list  of  members  at  Howard  Street, — why  was  any 
thing  said  of  "  disorderly  manner  ;  "  why  was  the  word  "  withdraw  " 
introduced  ;  or  why  the  expression  "  withdraw  loatch,  care  arid  fellow- 
ship ;  "  why  any  such  notice  sent  to  certain  "  persons  "  then  in  good 
and  regular  standing  in  the  Tabernacle  Church  ;  and  in  short,  why 
any  thing  thus  said  or  thus  done?  The  document  speaks  for  itself. 
And  it  cannot  now  be  explained  away  by  those  who  may  wish  that  it 
had  never  had  a  being.     It  was  never  recalled. 

The  proceedings  of  the  Howard  Street  minority,  to  obtain  ecclesi- 
astical recognition,  have  not  altered  the  facts  or  the  principles,  by 
which  the  Tabernacle  Church  were  governed.  It  may  indeed  be 
admitted,  that  they  may  be  regarded  as  a  Church,  although  irregularly 
organized  and  recognized  ;  but  that  they  can  ever  be  the  Church 
which  was  dissolved,  is  impossible.  They  called  a  Council.  Who 
signed  the  Letter  Missive,  which  follows,  we  do  not  know. 

Rev.  and  Beloved  : — Whereas,  for  a  year  past,  difficulties  have  existed  in 
this  Church  which  have  resulted  in  the  calling  of  two  Ecclesiastical  Coun- 
cils, the  second  of  which  dissolves  the  relation  of  the  pastoral  connection 
with  the  Church  and  Society,  and  also  recommended  that  the  Church  take 
into  consideration  the  expediency  of  disbanding  its  organization.  The 
result  of  the  Council  having  been  read  to  the  Church,  the  former  part,  which 
dismissed  the  pastor,  was  unanimously  accepted;  a  motion  was  then  made 
to  adopt  the  closing  part  of  the  Result,  and  by  its  adoption  to  consider  the 
Church  disbanded.  This  was  strenuously  opposed  by  a  large  minority  of 
the  members  present,  and  various  arguments  were  presented  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Church,  tending  to  prove  the  impossibility  of  thus  disband- 
ing a  Church  of  Christ  without  a  unanimous  vote.  But  notwithstanding  all 
the  protestations  of  the  minority,  the  vote  was  passed,  seventeen  voting  in 
the  affirmative,  and  ten  in  the  negative  ;  three  of  those  voting  in  the  affirm- 
ative, at  previous  meetings  of  the  Church,  having  been  dismissed  to  sister 
Churches,  yet  they  still  persisted  in  voting  on  the  question,  though  protests 
were  made  against  it.  Several  members,  five  at  least,  would  have  been 
present  to  have  voted  with  the  minority,  had  not  Providence  prevented. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  vote  was  passed,  and  a  committee  of  three 
persons  was  chosen  (two  of  whom  had  been  dismissed  at  their  request  from 
the  Church)  to  give  letters  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to  all  the 
members — whether  they  asked  for  them  or  not.  This  is  a  brief  statement 
of  facts  in  the  case.  W'e  are  deeply  grieved,  and  placed  by  this  vote  of  the 
Church  in  peculiar  circumstances  of  trial  and  affliction,  and  need  judicious^ 
Christian  advice  in  the  matter,  and  therefore  ask  you  to  meet  in  Council,  by 
your  pastor  and  delegate,  at  the  vestry  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  on 
Friday,  May  28th,  at  10  o'clock,  A.  M.,  and  review  these  proceedings,  and 
adjudicate  thereon. 

Note.— On  the  day  appointed  for  the  meeting  of  the  Council,  Friday,  May  28th, 
it  was  deeided  that  as  the  number  present  was  not  sufficient  for  a  quorum,  the  time 
of  meeting  be  postponed  to  Tuesday,  June  1.5th. 

At  the  above  meeting  Dr.  Perry  was  Moderator. 
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It  would  thus  appear  from  the  foregoing  paper,  that  the  vote  for 
dissolving  the  Church  was  passed  at  the  same  time  the  pastor  was 
dismissed  ;  that  three,  also,  of  the  "  seventeen"  in  the  affirmative  had 
no  right  to  vote  ;  and  that  "  five  at  least  would  have  been  present  to 
have  voted  with  the  minority,  had  not  Providence  prevented."  Thus 
the  natural  inference  would  be,  that  the  vote  of  dissolution  was  passed 
hy  a  minority  of  the  voting  members  of  the  Church.  How  far  this 
is  true,  may  be  inferred  from  the  facts  which  we  have  already  pre- 
sented. We  will  add,  however,  that  when  the  person  who  probably 
is  responsible  for  the  statement  respecting  "the  five"  of  the  minority 
alleged  to  have  been  absent,  was  afterwards  confronted  by  one  of  the 
majority,  before  the  first  Ex  parte  Council,  as  also  in  the  Essex  South 
Conference,  last  October,  he  could  not  substantiate  the  statement, — 
nor  could  it  be  denied,  that  the  legitimate  inference  from  the  Letter 
Missive  conveyed  a  false  impression,  respecting  the  relative  strength 
of  the  majority  and  the  minority. 

Those  who  responded  to  the  Letter  Missive  should  have  discouraged 
any  attempt  to  sustain  an  organization,  as  a  Church,  or  at  least  they 
should  have  refused  to  act  in  any  other  way,  than  as  a  Council  when 
called  to  organize  a  new  Church.  If  they  had  done  this,  much  evil 
would  have  been  prevented.  Even  the  present  pastor  at  Howard 
Street,  some  weeks  before  he  was  installed,  freely  conceded  to  the 
pastor  of  the  Tabernacle,  that  it  would  undoubtedly  have  been  the 
wisest  and  the  best  course,  for  the  minority  to  have  been  organized  as 
a  new  Church.  He  has  since  said,  that  he  did  not  then  know,  that  there 
were  some  pecuniary  liabilities,  which  made  such  a  course  objectiona- 
ble,—  as,  for  instance,  in  respect  to  some  legacies.  But  there  is  not  a 
liability  of  the  millionth  part  of  a  mill,  which  could  be  an  objection 
to  a  new  organization.  And  if  it  had  not  been  supposed,  that,  as  the 
old  Church  continued,  the  claimants  might  be  able  to  obtain  the  Church 
furniture,  and  also  secure  for  themselves  the  occupancy  and  owner- 
ship of  the  house  of  worship,  if  not  the  vestry, — the  claim  of  being 
the  old  Church  would  never,  as  we  believe,  have  been  brought  before 
any  Council. 

If  they  had  wished  a  separate  organization,  and  to  have  such  allow- 
ance of  the  property  of  the  Church,  which  had  been  dissolved,  as  they 
could  claim  in  equity  ;  if  as  Proprietors  in  the  house  of  worship,  they 
had  asked  only  for  what  belonged  to  them  of  right ;  if  in  all  things 
they  had  acted  as  good  men,  meekly  and  humbly  desirous  of  promoting 
the  gospel ;  and  if,  in  view  of  all  circumstances,  a  Council  had  seen 
fit  to  organize  them  as  a  Church, — we  are  authorized  to  affirm  most 
decidedly,  that  not  the  slightest  resistance  would  have  been  made. 
And  because  they  woidd  not  so  proceed, — is  it  according  to  truth  and 
justice,  to  brotherly-kindness  and  magnanimity,  that  we,  who  think 
that  they  entirely  erred,  should  be  reproached  and  denounced  as  per- 
secutors, and  be  calumniated  as  assuming  to  be  "  lords  over  God's  her- 
itage "  ? 

Some  of  the  majority  were  notified  of  the  adjournment  of  the 
Council  of  May  2Sth  to  June  15th.  Thirteen  Churches  were  invited, 
of  which  seven  appeared  at  the  adjourned  meeting.  And  of  twenty- 
six  Churches  in  the  Essex  South  Conference,  only  a  single  one  was  in 
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this  Council, — and  this  a  Church  but  recently  formed,  and  the  leading 
members  strongly  sympathizing  with  the  minority  of  Howard  Street, 
in  respect  to  the  measures  ot  abolitionism.  And  the  pastor  of  this 
Church,  as  we  can  certify,  was  sorry  that  he  attended.  And  a  dele- 
gate of  another  Church  would  not  have  come"7Tf  he  had  not  been  mis- 
led by  the  Letter  Missive,  and  had  really  believed,  that  it  was  a 
minority  which  had  voted  to  dissolve  the  Church.  We  suppose,  that 
he  alone  represented  his  Church  in  the  Council.  Twenty-six  pastors 
and  delegates  might  have  been  in  that  Council,  and  but  twelve  appear- 
ed. So  that  there  was  less  than  a  majority  of  the  representatives  of 
the  Churches  invited, — with  a  bare  majority  of  the  Churches  repre- 
sented.    Two  Churches  had  delegates  only. 

Four  at  least  of  the  seven  Churches  had  been  distinguished  for 
strong  abolition  affinities.  Rev.  Mr.  Lovejoy,  of  Cambridge,  and  Rev. 
J.  Leavitt,  his  delegate,  were  among  the  most  active,  if  not  the  most 
effective  members  of  the  Council.  Dr.  Perry,  a  Presbyterian,  was 
Moderator,  and  Rev.  J.  Leavitt  was  Scribe. 

The  Clerk  of  the  Church,  at  the  time  of  dissolution,  having  been 
asked  to  give  up  the  Records,  attended,  with  one  other  member  of  the 
majority, — in  hope  of  making  some  statements  which  would  be  duly 
regarded.  Opportunity  was  given  them  to  say  what  they  pleased.  But 
they  soon  found,  that  the  minds  of  the  leading  members  of  the  Coun- 
cil were  manifestly  pre-determined,  and  not  to  be  influenced  by  any 
thing  which  might  be  said,  in  opposition  to  the  wishes  of  those  whom 
they  came  to  serve.  They  made  but  a  few  remarks,  and  retired, — 
thoroughly  disgusted  by  the  exhibition  which  they  witnessed.  They 
avoided  doing  any  thing,  which  should  have  the  appearance  of  recog- 
nizing such  a  Council,  as  having  any  competency  to  act  in  the  prem- 
ises. They  gave  the  Council  explicitly  to  understand,  that  they  denied 
the  right  of  any  such  body  to  be  there.  And  if  they  had  not  seen  what 
they  had,  they  would  have  been  confounded  by  the  effrontery  of  the 
Minutes  of  the  Result,  in  which  they  are  represented,  as  having  been 
"  heard  ot  length." 

That  Ex  parte  Council  had  no  such  representative  of  the  majority 
before  them,  as  would  be  inferred  from  their  Result, — any  more  than 
the  late  Council  had  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  or  of  the  Essex  South 
Conference,  or  of  the  Mutual  Council  of  April  14th,  1847.  And  in 
all  their  proceedings,  it  was  ex  parte  testimony,  upon  which  they  acted, 
and  based  their  Result.     They  say  : 

The  members  were  nearly  unanimous  in  the  opinion  that  it  is  not  competent 
for  a  Church  to  dissolve  itself  by  the  vote  of  a  majority,  depriving  individu- 
als of  their  covenant  rights  and  privileges  without  their  consent.  We  are 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  Church  is  not  disbanded,  and  those  members 
that  remain  ought  to  sustain  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of  the  Church. 

^'Nearly  unanimous"  !  We  ourselves  do  not  think  it  "  competent 
for  a  majority"  of  brethren,  or  a// the  brethren,  "  to  deprive  individu- 
als of  their  covenant  rights  and  privileges  without  their  consent."  We 
should  not  be  willing  to  do  thus, — with  "  their  consent"  ! 

They  did  not  "advise,"  like  the  late  Council,  that  the  Church 
''  has  not  been  dissolved."  But  they  gave  an  "  opinion"  that  it  "  is  not 
disbundcd."     Whatisi/te^V  "opinion,"  when  weighed  in  the  balances. 
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against  the  "opinions"  of  other  clergymen  and  laymen,  who  have  as 
much  of  age,  of  experience,  of  knowledge,  of  character,  and  of  can- 
dor, as  they  have  ?  Could  a  "  vote  "  of  theirs  alter  a  fact  ?  Or  could 
their  "opinion"  make  or  unmake  a  p«.s^  fact?  And,  unless  regularly 
rescinded  by  the  act  of  the  body  which  passed  the  vote,  by  what 
means,  we  would  fain  know,  can  a  vote  of  an  independent  Congrega- 
tional Church  be  annulled?  That  Ex  parte  Council,  or  any  other 
Council,  could  no  more  annul  the  vote  of  Howard  Street  Church  to 
dissolve,  than  a  resolution  of  the  Massachusetts  Legislature  could 
abolish  the  Senate  of  the  United  States. 

The  business  of  the  Council  occupied  them  a  very  short  time.  And 
if  we  may  judge  from  what  one  of  the  leading  members  said  to  our- 
selves, at  another  day,  it  was  not  deemed  at  all  necessary  to  investi- 
gate any  facts,  in  "  adjudicating"  such  a  question,  as  whether  a  major- 
ity can  dissolve  a  Church, — a  question,  as  he  seemed  to  view  it,  for 
intuitive  decision,  and  which  any  one  in  our  Churches  could  settle  in 
the  twinkling  of  an  eye, — provided,  however,  his  '*  opinion"  was  in 
favor  of  the  Howard  Street  minority* 

From  the  Result  we  should  not  expect  to  learn  who  the  members 
were,  that  prevented  the  Council  from  being  "  unanimous."  But  it  is 
not  out  of  place  for  us  to  say,  that  the  moderator  himself  said,  in  pri- 
vate, to  a  member  of  the  majority  of  the  Howard  Street  Church, — 
"  There  is  no  doubt  that  a  Church  can  be  dissolved,  and  by  a  majority 
too  ;  but  you  did  not  go  the  right  way  to  loork  "  .' 

Now,  we  believe  that  we  here  have  the  explanation  of  almost  all,  if 
not  all,  the  excitement  in  behalf  of  the  Howard  Street  minority,  and 
against  those,  who  cannot  in  conscience  sustain  them.  The  indepen- 
dent or  abstract  question  of  the  right  of  a  Church  to  dissolve,  is  not 
examined  or  judged  upon  its  own  merits;  but  the  particular  case  of 
Howard  Street  Church  is  taken,  and,  in  a  false  view  of  the  facts,  the 
question  of  the  right  of  dissolution  in  any  case,  is  decided  in  the 
negative. 

After  adding  the  "  opinion,"  that  the  "  members  that  remain  should 
humble  themselves  before  God,  and  confess  their  faults  one  to  another, 
and  pray  for  one  another,  until  they  come  to  be  of  one  mind,  so  that 
the  Spirit  may  come  down  upon  them  from  on  high  as  in  times 
past," — upon  all  which  we  leave  others  to  make  comments, — the 
Council  close  by  saying  : 

Voted  unanimously  that  the  above  be  accepted  as  the  result  of  this 
Council.  Joshua  Leavitt,  Scribe. 

Thus  the  final  vote  of  the  Council  was  in  character  with  the  pro- 
ceedings throughout.  Upon  the  main  point  at  issue,  which  they  mis- 
represent, as  we  understand  it, — they  "  voted  unanimously  "  that  they 
were  "  nearly  unanimous  "If 

*  It  was  the  same  member,  who  made  a  motion,  that  the  late  Clerk  of  the  How- 
ard Street  Church  be  required  to  give  up  the  Records  to  the  Council ! 

■f  Some  much  younger  men — insurrectionary  students  of  a  certain  college,  in 
the  full  spirit  of  putting  down  the  Faculty, — we  believe  they  were  a  little  beyond 
their  second  year, — passed  a  resolution,  which  began  with  the  words,  "  Resnlved, 
unanimously."  Such  a  fact  was  deemed  most  unaccountable  by  their  elders. 
Upon  inquiry,  it  was  found,  that  the  words  in  question  were  ^o  written  in  the  reso- 
15 
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Such  were  the  circumstances  and  the  manner  of  the  recognition  of 
the  minority  of  Howard  Street  Church, — as  being  the  Church  undis- 
solved. We  are  not  conscious  of  omitting  a  single  fact  or  item,  of 
which  the  reader  should  be  informed,  that  he  may  judge  properly  of 
the  proceedings  of  this  first  Ex  parte  Council,  upon  which  has  since 
rested  the  confident  and  unyielding  claim  of  that  same  minority  to  all 
the  privileges  and  immunities  of  every  description,  which  belonged  to 
the  Howard  Street  Church,  previous  to  the  act  of  dissolution.  We 
have  felt  bound  by  every  principle  of  reason  and  rectitude,  to  reject 
the  claim  and  to  declare  against  the  validity  of  the  whole  procedure. 

It  is  an  idle  and  frivolous  pretence,  that  the  Council  was  not  Ex 
parte.  But  it  either  was,  or  it  was  not.  If  it  2vas,  then  was  the 
action  irregular  and  nugatory ;  because  no  request  had  been  made 
to  the  mojority,  to  unite  in  a  Mutual  Council.  And  such  a  request 
was  imperative  and  indispensable,  if  the  Church  loas  not  dissolved. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Church  was  dissolved,  then  the  Council, 
by  whatever  name  they  may  be  called,  had  no  j-ight  there,  for  any 
such  purpose  as  that  stated  in  the  Letter  Missive,  viz  :  "  to  review 
those  proceedings  and  adjudicate  thereon."  By  all  the  accredited 
principles  and  usages  of  our  Congregational  Churches,  they  had  not  a 
shred  of  written  law  for  a  commission,  nor  a  hair's  breadth  of  the 
Platform  of  1648,  as  a  foundation  for  their  pretended  "  adjudication  " 
of  the  controversy  in  Howard  Street  Church.  "  Adjudication "  ? 
Our  true  Congregationalism  revolts  at  the  term,  and  absurdity  itself 
is  all  but  ashamed  to  own  the  misnomer. 

Was  then  the  Tabernacle  Church,  and  every  other  Church,  to 
acknowledge  the  Result  of  such  a  Council,  as  rescinding  the  vote  of 
Howard  Street  Church  to  dissolve  ;  and  was  the  mere  "  opinion  "  of  a 
Council,  so  partisan  and  predetermined,  so  uninformed  and  blinded, 
to  coerce  hundreds  and  thousands  away  from  truth  and  reason  and 
common  sense,  into  a  repudiation  and  reprobation  of  the  deliberate 
judgment  of  a  Council  from  our  own  immediate  neighborhood, — a 
judgment  formed  after  days,  nights,  and  even  weeks,  had  been  given 
to  a  consideration  of  all  points  involved  in  the  merits  of  the  Howard 
Street  question  1  If  so,  we  can  never  regard  any  question  as  settled  ; 
and  can  never  have  any  assurance,  that  any  controversy  is  put  at  rest. 
Better  at  once  dispense  with  all  Councils,  and  forever  abandon  all  idea 
of  Congregational  order.  "  We  have  not  so  learned  Christ."  And  it 
was  among  the  earliest  lessons,  which  we  received  from  our  "  tutors 
and  governors,"  that  anarchy  is  the  worst  of  all  governments. 

We  will  pass  by  the  unauthorized  proceedings  of  the  minority,  in 
respect  to  the  house  of  worship,  and  omit  all  notice  of  other  transac- 
tions which  were  well  known,  when,  in  October,  1847,  two  members 
of  that  minority  appeared  at  the  meeting  of  the  Conference,  at  Swamp- 
scott.  They  came,  as  if  the  Church  had  not  been  dissolved.  Objec- 
tion was  made;  and  after  some  remarks,  it  was  voted  that  the  claims 
of  the  brethren  from  Howard  Street  to  a  seat  in  the  Conference,  be 
referred  to  a  Committee,  who  should  report  at  the  next  annual  meet- 
ing ;  and  meanwhile,  that  the  brethren  be  allowed   to  make  a  commu- 

lution  as  offered,  and  the  resolution  was  then  clamorously  passed  by  the  majority. 
See  also  a  precedent  and  an  apology  for  the  Council,  in  our  Appendix. 
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nication  concerning  the  state  of  religion  among  them.  In  less  than 
one  hour,  the  members  were  compelled  to  listen  to  a  professed  review 
of  the  doings  of  the  Mutual  Council  and  the  action  of  the  m;ijority, — 
in  which  persons  present  were  reproached  in  terms  of  great  asperity 
and  bitterness.  And  such  was  the  principal  part  of  the  narrative  of 
the  state  of  religion  in  Howard  Street !  Here  began  the  systematic 
series  of  assaults,  which  we  have  had  to  meet  or  to  endure. 

At  North  Danvers,  October,  1848,  the  Committee  of  the  Conference 
presented  a  report.  It  was  drawn  up  with  much  carefulness,  and  in 
its  whole  manner  and  spirit  was  kind  and  Christian.  But  it  was  ad- 
verse to  the  claim  of  the  delegates  from  Howard  Street,  who  were 
again  present  to  urge  their  demands.  Meanwhile  much  effort  had 
been  made  to  awaken  sympathy  in  their  behalf,  as  if  they  had  been 
tremendously  wronged  and  persecuted. 

During  the  debate  of  two  hours  and  a  half,  one  of  the  delegates 
spoke,  four  or  five  times.  All  the  regular  business  of  the  Conference 
was  put  aside,  for  the  forenoon.  And  that  the  whole  object  of  the 
meeting  might  not  be  lost,  it  was  voted  to  take  the  question  upon  the 
adoption  of  the  report,  at  half  past  twelve. 

There  were  a  few  more  than  forty  members,  who  gave  their  names 
as  in  attendance,  during  some  part  of  the  meeting.  Of  these,  about 
thirty, — perhaps  a  kw  more, — were  present  at  the  vote,  which  was 
seventeen  to  ten,  for  the  adoption  of  the  report.  Some  were  not  pre- 
pared, on  either  side. 

It  was  noticeable,  that  not  a  single  minister  made  an  argument 
against  the  report ;  although  two  or  three  objected  to  the  action  of  the 
Conference,  or  expressed  doubts  concerning  the  measure.  And  of 
twenty  settled  pastors,  who  then  or  afterwards  gave  their  opinion,  four- 
teen were  and  continue  to  be,  fully  and  most  thoroughly,  of  one  mind 
and  heart,  in  reference  to  the  validity  of  the  vote  of  the  Howard  Street 
Church  to  dissolve.  The  doings  of  the  Ex  parte  Council  in  June, 
1847,  were  less  regarded  than  "a  dream  when  one  awaketh." 

In  this  action  of  the  Conference,  there  was  no  thought  of  any  legis- 
lation for  the  Churches,  or  of  any  exercise  of  power  in  controlling  the 
Churches.  The  Conference  merely  decided  a  question  of  member- 
ship. And  if  the  Conference  has  not  the  right  to  decide  such  a  ques- 
tion, like  other  associations  which  receive  members  by  vote,  we  know 
not  what  right  any  association  can  have,  to  exclude  any  persons,  who 
claim  to  be  members.  If  the  Howard  Street  Church,  instead  of  vot- 
ing to  dissolve,  had  voted  by  the  same  majority,  or  a  "  bare  majority," 
to  withdraw  from  the  Conference  ;  and  if  then,  delegates  from  the  mi- 
nority had  appeared,  claiming  a  seat,  as  the  representatives  of  the 
Church, — could  the  Conference  have  admitted  the  claim  ?  How  much 
less,  then,  the  claim,  when  the  majority  had  voted  that  the  Church  was 
dissolved,  and  no  longer  existed  1 

The  subject  should  never  have  come  again  before  the  Conference, 
until  there  should  be  some  cause  to  believe,  that  the  major  part  of  the 
members  had  altered  their  opinions,  or  some  new  light  was  to  be  im- 
parted. But  it  was  brought  again,  at  the  October  meeting  in  Ipswich, 
in  1849. 

A  pastor  had  now  been  installed  at  Howard  Street,  and  some  mem- 
bers of  the  Conference  had  taken  part  in  the  services.     The  installing 
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Council  had  proceeded  07i  the  assumption,  that  those  claiming  to  be 
the  Church  in  Howard  Street  were  the  Church.  This  question  waa 
not  at  all  moved  in  the  Council.  And  of  course  no  testimony  and  no 
argument  could  have  been  furnished  by  the  examination  of  the  pastor 
elect  and  the  services  of  his  installation,  that  could  determine  whether 
it  was  competent  for  the  regular  majority  of  Howard  Street  Church  to 
dissolve  that  Church,  two  years  previous.  A  falsehood  is  none  the  less 
false,  because  it  has  been  insisted  upon  as  truth,  nor  an  absurdity  any 
less  absurd,  because  it  has  received  countenance  and  sanction. 

A  motion  was  made  at  Ipswich,  to  reconsider  the  vote  at  the  annual 
meeting  previous.  This  was  declared  to  be  out  of  order,  A  motion 
to  rescind  the  vote  would  not  have  been  out  of  order,  although  entirely 
out  of  season.  An  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  moderator  was 
not  sustained. 

After  a  very  urgent  solicitation  of  the  courtesy  of  the  Conference, 
and  remarks  showing  that  a  motion  for  reconsideration  would  not  an- 
nul the  vote  of  the  previous  year,  some  members  yielded  the  point  of 
order  so  far  as  to  consent  that  the  motion  should  be  entertained,  and 
that  the  mover,  who,  by  a  severe  infirmity,  had  been  kept  from  the 
meeting  in  North  Danvers,  might  have  the  opportunity  of  speaking 
upon  the  subject.*  He  then  read  an  argument  against  the  right,  either 
of  a  mojorily  or  of  a  whole  Church,  to  pass  a  vote  to  dissolve.  This 
was  the  first  and  the  last  clerical  argument  from  members  of  the  Con- 
ference, in  favor  of  the  Howard  Street  minority. 

A  special  meeting  was  held  a  few  weeks  afterwards,  by  general 
agreement,  and  in  hope  that  by  a  full  discussion  and  a  fair  vote,  the 
question  might  no  more  be  allowed  to  interfere  with  the  exercises  and 
objects  of  the  Conference.  After  about  nine  hours  of  debate,  nearly 
a  third  part  of  the  time  being  occupied  by  delegates  who  were  in  favor 
of  the  Howard  Street  minority,  and  another  third  part  by  their  present 
pastor,  the  motion  for  reconsideration  was  lost.  The  vote  was,  yeas, 
26,  nays,  26. 

It  having  been  decided  to  take  the  vote  by  Churches,  the  First 
Church  in  Lynn  was  the  first  that  was  called  by  the  scribe.  Ought 
the  pastor,  because  moderator,  to  have  declined  voting  ?  He  was  en- 
tirely ignorant  of  what  the  result  would  be.  And  if  he  had  not  been, 
who,  that  is  worthy  of  the  least  respect,  would  question  his  right  to 
vote,  and  the  perfect  propriety  of  his  voting  ?  Surely  the  Church  in 
Lynn  was  not  to  be  in  part  disfranchised,  because  the  pastor  had  been 
placed  in  the  Chair  of  the  Conference.  And  yet  it  has  been  most 
offensively  objected  against  that  pastor,  that  he  gave  a  vote,  which  has 
been  represented,  as  if  "  a  casting  vote,"  and  sometimes  has  been  so 
called  !  If  now,  when  he  responded  to  his  name,  and  gave  his  vote, 
there  had  been  a  single  member  of  the  Conference,  who  thought  him 
to  be  out  of  order  in  thus  voting,  why  were  all  silent? 

About  two  hours  before  the  debate  closed,  the  pastor  at  Howard 
Street  offered  a  proposal  to  the  Conference  to  unite  with  him  in  calling 
a  Mutual  Council  to  consider   the   whole  case  of  the  Howard   Street 

*  On  taking  the  question,  a  second  tinDC,  the  vote,  as  recorded  by  the  Scribe  of 
the  Conference,  was  thirteen  yeas  and  twelve  nays.  So  that  it  was  by  a  majority 
of  one  only,  that  the  subject  was  again  opened  for  discussion. 
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Church.  No  member  of  the  Conference,  on  either  side,  responded 
to  the  proposal,  and,  therefore,  the  discussion  proceeded.* 

But  how  could  such  a  Council  be  chosen  by  these  patties?  Could 
the  two  parties  in  the  Conference  be  represented,  without  giving  the 
majority  to  Howard  Street,  if  the  Howard  Street  pastor  should  choose 
his  half  of  the  whole?  With  the  two  parties  in  the  Conference,  and 
a  third  party  without,  how  could  a  Mutual  Council  be  possible  ?  Be- 
sides, if  such  a  Council  could  be  chosen,  what  imaginable  benefit  could 
now  be  anticipated  ? 

It  has  been  said,  that,  if  some  members  had  not  left  the  meeting  of 
Conference,  before  the  vote  was  taken,  the  motion  for  reconsideration 
would  have  been  sustained.  We  are  persuaded,  that  this  could  not 
not  have  been  true,  if  all  the  Churches  had  been  justly  represented. 
We  are  sorry  to  be  obliged  to  say,  that  in  all  this  unhappy  controversy, 
there  has  been  quite  too  much  evidence  of  a  kind  of  manngement, 
which  can  never  do  honor  to  those  professing  to  be  of  the  "  kingdom" 
which  "  is  not  of  this  world,"  and  which  it  is  impossible  for  the  Great 
Head  of  the  Church  to  approve  and  bless.  But  if  the  whole  subject, 
with  all  the  facts  in  the  particular  case  of  Howard  Street  Church, 
could  be  laid  before  each  Church  separately,  and  the  vote  of  each 
Church  could  be  taken,  we  very  much  mistake  the  character  of  our 
Churches,  if  more  than  two-thirds,  if  not  three-fourths,  would  not 
heartily  concur  in  the  principles  and  views,  which  we  have  deemed  it 
our  duty  to  Christ  and  his  cause,  to  defend  and  advocate  through  "  evil 
report  and  good  report." 

But  as  in  a  political  assembly,  where  votes  are  often  carried  by  the 
successful  devices  of  a  partisan  spirit,  and  not  by  the  enlightened, 
conscientious  convictions  of  rectitude  and  beneficence,  or  the  general 
welfare,  so,  unhappily,  in  such  ecclesiastical  bodies  as  our  modern 
Conferences  of  Churches,  there  is  no  security,  that  a  mixed  and  excit- 
ing question  like  that  pertaining  to  Howard  Street  Church,  will  be 
considered  and  decided,  upon  the  broad  principles  of  truth  and  justice, 
purity,  peace,  and  love.  Least  of  all  can  it  be  expected,  we  must  add, 
that  such  a  question  will  be  so  considered  by  an  Ex  parte  Council, 
carefully  chosen   on   the  principle  of  some  powerful  elective  affinity. 

The  late  Council  have  ''looked  into"  the  "proceedings"  of  the 
Conference,  as  they  tell  us. 

It  is  suggested  by  the  Tabernacle  Church,  as  a  reason  for  not  granting  the 
request  of  brother  Goss,  that  the  Essex  South  Conference  had  refused  a  seat 
to  the  delegates  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  on  the  ground  thit  it  had 
been  dissolved  by  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  Church.  We  have  looked  into 
their  proceedings,  and  find  that  such  was  the  case.  But  this  Council  doea 
not  perceive  that  weight  should  be  given  to  this  suggestion.  We  cannot 
agree  that  the  orderly  standing  of  a  Church,  recognized  as  such  by  neighbor  [?] 
Churches  in  Ecclesiastical  Council,  should  be  impeached  in  this  way.  The 
objects  of  these  Conferences  are  mutual  improvement  and  instruction,  and 
union  in  prayer  and  action,  in  favor  of  weak  Churches  :  "they  expressly  dis- 
claim all  interference  in  the  rights  of  particular  Churches,  and  they  exercise 

*  Immediately  after  the  final  vote  was  taken — it  being  near  ten  o'clock  in  the 
evening — a  motion  to  disi-olve  the  meeting  was  made  and  regularly  voted.  There 
was  some  confusion,  in  the  midst  of  which  we  heard  Mr.  Wilder  say,  that  he 
would  renew  his  proposal  for  a  Mutual  Council.    But  the  time  had  passed. 
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no  acts  of  authority  or  discipline."  Attempts  have  been  made  to  confer 
upon  these  bodies  consociational  powers,  but  it  has  been  fully  ascertained 
that  no  such  change  can  be  admitted  into  the  ecclesiastical  polity  of  this 
State. 

The  magisterial  air  of  this  paragraph,  is  quite  in  character  with  the 
Result  as  a  whole.  The  historical  correctness  of  the  last  sentence, 
we  have  no  time  to  verify  or  disprove.  Four  or  five  pages  follow,  upon 
which  we  shall  withhold  nearly  all  the  comments  that  we  had  pur- 
posed to  make.  So  far  as  we  can  obtain  any  definite  idea  from  such  a 
medley  of  we  know  not  what,  we  entirely  reject  every  imputation  and 
insinuation,  relating  to  members  of  the  Essex  South  Conference,  as 
exercising  or  wishing  to  exercise  "Consociational"  powers  and  pre- 
rogatives.* 

Our  patience,  we  are  quite  sure,  would  be  under  strong  temptations, 
if  we  were  to  examine  minutely  some  of  the  statements  and  reflections 
of  our  brethren  on  this  particular  point.  Their  learning  is  not  any 
too  profound  or  accurate.  If  they  wish  us  to  be  more  explicit,  we 
would  just  say,  that  before  they  again  refer,  as  they  do,  to  Dr.  Emmons, 
they  may  do  well  to  read  his  Sermon,  on  the  Platfokm  of  Eccle- 
siastical Government  established  by  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ. 
We  conmiend  to  their  special  attention,  what  is  said  of  "  every  Church" 
as  "  formed  by  its  own  voluntary  confederation."  (Works,  vol.  v., 
pp.  452,  4.)  Dr.  Emmons,  as  it  is  well  known,  had  little  confidence 
in  any  kind  of  association,  which  should  be  intrusted  with  ecclesias- 
tical authority. 

All  ecclesiastical  authority  comes  from  Christ,  and  not  from  any  particular 
Church  or  Churches.  One  Church  has  as  much  power  as  another.  All 
Churches  are  sisters,  and  stand  upon  a  level.  They  may  associate  or  con- 
sociate  for  mutual  advantage.  But  no  Church  have  a  right  to  give  up  their 
power  to  an  Association,  or  Consociation,  or  Council,  or  any  other  ecclesias- 
tical body.  Churches  have  no  right  to  unite  for  the  purpose  of  concentra- 
ting and  increasing  their  ecclesiastical  authority.  An  Association,  or  Con- 
sociation, or  Council,  have  no  more  power  than  any  single  Church  of  which 
those  bodies  are  composed.  *  *  *  Congregationalists  often  complain  of 
Presbyterians,  Episcopalians,  and  Papists,  on  account  of  their  church-gov- 
ernment; but  they  have  no  reason  to  complain  ;  for  they  act  precisely  upon 
the  same  principle,  when  they  concentrate  and  increase  their  ecclesiastical 

*  Among  the  eminent  men,  who  felt  the  necessity  of  some  such  system  as  that  of 
the  Consociation  of  the  Churches  in  Connecticut,  in  order  to  protect  the  Churches  of 
Massachusetts,  were  Lyman  Beecher,  D.  D.  and  Samuel  Worcester,  D.  D.  Writ- 
ing to  Dr.  Beecher,  under  date  of  February  9,  1820,  Dr.  Worcester  explains  the 
principal  difficulties  to  be  encountered,  and  declines  attempting  what  had  been  pro- 
posed. 

"  Two  of  the  most  mischievous  demons  of  New  England  are  Jealousy  and  Envy; 
they  have  scarcely  less  possession,  it  would  seem,  of  Christians,  than  of  the  men  of 
the  world — of  ministers,  than  of  the  most  ardent  aspirants  for  secular  preferment 
and  distinction.  And  they  are  of  a  kind,  I  am  ready  to  believe,  that  go  not  out  by 
any  means  less  efficacious  or  less  mortifying  to  what  naturally  dwells  within  us, 
than  fasting  and  prayer.  At  the  time  of  our  deliberations  at  Northampton,  I  did 
entertain  the  hope  that  a  better  spirit  had  attained  to  such  a  prevalence,  or  that  a 
sense  of  the  importance  of  uniting  for  the  security  and  promotion  of  the  common 
cause  had  come  to  be  so  extensively  and  so  clearly  felt,  that  a  plan,  such  as  we 
then  thought  proper  to  propose,  would  commend  itself  to  general  acceptance  and 
favor.  Hut  by  the  trial  which  has  been  made  of  the  state  of  feeling,  I  am  con- 
vinced that  the  plan  is  not  feasible  ;  at  least  it  will  cost  more  than  it  is  worth,"  &c. 
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power  by  union  with  Associations,  Consociations,  and  Ecclesiastical  Gouncila. 
When  any  Church  gives  up  its  independence  to  any  other  ecclesiastical 
body,  it  gives  up  all  its  power.  But  Christ  has  given  no  power  to  Churches, 
which  they  may  give  away.  Congregational  Churches,  at  this  day,  ought  to 
be  on  their  guard,  and  strenuously  maintain  their  independence. 

It  appears  from  the  very  nature  of  church-government,  that  there  is  no  ap- 
peal from  the  authority  of  a  particular  Church  to  any  higher  ecclesiastical 
tribunal.  Every  Church  have  a  right  to  transact  all  their  ecclesiastical  mat- 
ters, independently  of  any  other  Church.  When  they  undertake  to  disci- 
pline a  member,  they  have  a  right  to  pursue  the  steps  which  Christ  has 
pointed  out,  and  continue  the  process  until  they  have  brought  the  matter  to  a 
final  conclusion. 

Would  it  be  a  very  difficult  problenn  to  determine,  what  the  "  Sage  of 
Franklin"  would  have  said  of  such  "adjudication"  as  that  of  the 
first  Ex  parte  Council  at  Howard  Street,  or  of  the  archiepiscopal  de- 
crees, under  the  name  of  "  advice,"  which  have  been  sent  forth  by  the 
Council  of  December,  1849?  And  as  our  brethren  seem  so  perfectly 
assured,  that  they  have  settled  the  Howard  Street  question  and  the  case 
of  Ezekiel  Goss  infallibly,  — we  commend  to  them  Samuel  Mather's 
"  Apology  for  the  Liberties  of  the  Churches  of  New  England,"  and 
more  particularly  his  proofs,  "  that  whole  Synods  and  General  Councils 
are  as  liable  to  deceive  and  be  deceived,  and  imposed  on,  as  particular 
Churches." 

While  reasoning  against  the  danger  to  be  apprehended  from  an 
abuse  of  power  by  Conferences,  we  should  have  supposed  it  would 
have  occurred  to  our  brethren,  that  there  were  some  things  which  could 
be  said  of  Ex  parte  Councils,  not  very  flattering  to  their  self-compla- 
cency. If  we  do  not  entirely  misapprehend  them,  they  regard  an  Ex 
parte  Council  as  one  of  the  happiest  of  all  provisions  or  instrumental- 
ities, for  promoting  the  order  of  our  system.  They  seem  to  have  a 
conception  of  it,  very  analogous  to  that  of  the  Tarquins  at  Rome,  in 
respect  to  imperial  power, — rei  inter  Deos  huminesque  pnlcherrimce. 

Ex  parte  Councils  were  suggested  by  difficulties,  for  which  in 
extreme  cases,  if  properly  regulated,  they  may  furnish  some  relief 
But  our  brethren  should  not  have  quoted  Mather,  Upham,  or 
Punchard,  after  violating  every  cardinal  principle  and  rule  advocated 
by  these  writers,  relative  to  such  Councils.  The  last  writer  would 
entirely  reject  the  doctrines  of  their  Result.  We  know  not  the  opin- 
ions of  Prof  Upham,  At  the  very  highest  point  of  value,  an  Ex  parte 
Council  is  but  one  or  two  degrees  above  a  choice  of  sore  evils.  And 
a  more  disastrous,  if  a  more  detestable  scourge,  could  hardly  be  let 
loose  upon  our  Congregational  system,  than  the  frequent  and  reckless 
gathering  of  such  Ex  parte  Councils,  as  those  at  Howard  Street, 

The  reference  to  the  Third  Way  of  Communion,  as  if  by  this 
method  the  Churches  ought  to  deal  with  "  the  questionable  Church," 
and  the  Conference  do  nothing,  unless  they  would  unite  in  a  Mutual 
Council,  is  another  very  notable  lesson  to  us  from  the  wisdom  of  this 
Result.  Why  did  not  some  of  our  brethren  try  the  experiment  them- 
selves upon  the  Church  in  Reading?  We  should  like  to  see  whether 
the  Salem  Street  Church,  Boston,  could  now  lead  off  against  the  Tab- 
ernacle Church,  as  did  the  "Second  Church,"  in  the  case  of  the  First 
Church  in  Salem,  of  which  the  Council  probably  knew  but  little,  and 
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the  like  of  which  it  would  require  some  "  original  investigations  "  to 
find.  It  is  almost  "  solitary  and  alone,"  and  ever  will  be.  We  can 
scarcely  imagine,  that  the  Council  were  serious  in  what  is  said  on  this 
subject.  If  it  had  not  been  for  the  aid  of  the  civil  authorities,  which 
could  not  now  be  had  in  any  case,  enforcing  the  excision  of  a  major 
part  of  the  First  Church  in  Salem,  in  1735,  the  Result  of  the  Council 
would  doubtless  have  been  an  entire  failure. 

Increase  Mather,  in  his  little  work,  "The  Order  of  the  Gospel," 
alludes  to  a  certain  case,  in  which  a  church-member  complained  of 
hard  treatment,  and  appealed  to  "  Neighbor  Elders." 

The  pastor  and  major  part  of  the  Church  were  not  willing  the  case  should 
have  a  re-hearing  before  the  Elders  and  Messengers  of  other  Churches. 
Upon  this,  great  clamors  were  raised,  and  prejudices  taken  up  against  the 
Congregational  discipline.  Mr.  Caivdrey  got  this  story  by  the  end,  and  in 
his  Epistle  to  the  Dissenting  Brethren,  he  says  that  a  minister  in  JV.  E. 
writes  over  to  England,  that  this  injured  person  would  have  no  remedy  until 
the  Churches  in  J\'eio  England  ivere  become  Presbyterians,  and  that  if  Inde- 
pendency does  not  break  all  the  Churches  in  JVew  England  excepting  afeio 
semi- Presbyterian,  some  are  deceived.  Who  the  minister  was  that  wrote  thus 
to  England,  Mr.  Cnwdrey  tells  us  not.  But  it  is  a  great  wrong  to  the 
•Churches  of  JVew  England,  and  to  the  way  Congregational,  to  represent 
them,  and  all  that  are  of  that  way,  as  being  of  such  Independent  and  unac- 
countable principles,  which  they  utterly  disclaim. 

It  is  evident  to  us,  that  our  brethren,  in  all  which  they  have  said  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  Essex  Conference,  "got  this  story  by  the  end," 
like  "  Mr.  Catvdrey  "  ;  and  "  it  is  a  great  wrong  "  to  represent  us  to 
the  world,  as  holding  "  unaccountable  principles,"  which  we  "  utterly 
disclaim."  But  whatever  they  may  think  of  us,  or  say  of  us,  they  may 
he  assured,  that  we  shall  endeavor  to  stand  fast  in  the  liberty  where- 
with Christ  hath  made  us  free. 


From  the  manner  in  which  the  Result  comes  to  its  "  conclusion,"  it 
is  a  moral  certainty,  that  the  writer  or  the  writers  must  have  been  pro- 
foundly ignorant  of  the  history  of  Howard  Street  Church,  and  of  the 
actual  position,  reputation,  resources,  and  ecclesiastical  prospects  of 
those  now  claiming  to  be  that  Church.  And  a  greater  mistake  could 
hardly  have  been  committed,  than  in  representing  a  part  of  the  minis- 
ters and  Churches  of  the  Essex  South  Conference,  as  wishing  to  crush 
the  Howard  Street  Church, — a  representation  which  is  made  in  the 
same  breath  with  the  statement,  that,  "  it  is  admitted  by  all,  that  a 
Church,  and  the  worship  [?]  and  ordinances  [?]  ought  to  be  sustained 
in  Howard  Street."  But  when  it  is  said,  "it  seems  to  the  Council 
that  all  the  Churches  must  feel  interested  to  keep  this  Church  in  their 
community,  and  that  scarcely  a  greater  cloud  of  grief  could  come  over 
them  than  would  come  by  the  extinction  of  this  light," — we  must  re- 
spond in  truth  and  soberness,  that,  if  they  had  deliberately  intended  a 
solemn  burlesque  of  the  whole  subject,  they  could  not  have  taken  a 
more  effectual  method  to  accomplish  their  design. 
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In  conclusion,  so  far  is  this  Council  from  yielding  to  the  reasons  assigned 
by  the  Tabernacle  Church  for  denying  the  request  of  brother  Goss,  founded 
on  the  objectionable  standing  of  the  Howard  Street  Church,  that  it  considers 
this  Church,  if  not  primus  inter  pares,  as  an  ancient  Church,  yet,  at  least,  an 
equal,  entitled  to  the  sympathies  and  the  affections,  the  help  and  the  encour- 
agement of  all  the  Orthodox  Churches  in  this  community.  And  more  espe- 
cially should  they  have  our  sympathies  and  our  prayers,  if  not  our  thanks, 
for  the  stand  which  they  took  in  favor  of  the  holy  covenant, — not  consenting 
to  6rea A;,  but  contrariwise  inflexibly  determined  to  keep  it,  "to  hold  it  fast 
and  not  let  it  go,"  thus  setting  an  example  of  integrity  and  fidelity  in  the 
midst  of  trials,  "  perils  of  [?]  brethren,"  and  formidable  opposition  without 
and  within,  holding  up,  as  a  standard,  the  ancient  covenant  of  our  fathers, 
and  calling  upon  all  the  Churches  to  look  at  it  as  the  great  charter  of  all  the 
Churches  of  our  order  throughout  the  Christian  world. 

Leaving  our  right  of  remark  upon  the  "  primus  inter  pares,''  and 
the  oblique  admonition  to  the  Tabernacle  Church,  as  if  claiming  too 
much  deference,  because  the  most  "  ancient "  of  the  Orthodox 
Churches  in  Salem,— we  are  not  a  little  perplexed  by  that  "  ancient 
covenant,"  which  is  "  the  great  charter  of  all  the  Churches  of  our  or- 
der throughout  the  Christian  loorld."  What  do  the  Council  mean  by 
that  "ancient  covenant,"  which  those  now  at  Howard  Street  have 
been  "  holding  up  and  calling  upon  all  the  Churches  to  look  at  ?  "  We 
have  conjectured  that  they  must  have  had  in  mind  the  covenant  of  the 
First  Church  in  Salem,  commordy  published  as  the  first  covenant,  or 
that  of  sixth  of  August,  1629, — but  which  was  a  special  covenant 
adopted  in  1636, — mainly,  it  would  seem  from  internal  evidence,  in 
view  of  the  disorders  occasioned  or  caused  by  Roger  Williams.  Are 
any  of  the  Council  sure,  that  they  ever  saw  the  first  covenant  of  that 
Church?  And  would  they  indeed  have  the  Churches  give  "thanks" 
to  the  minority  at  Howard  Street,  "for  the  stand  they  took  in  favor  of 
the  holy  covenant,"  while  yet  if  they  had  simply  concurred  with  the 
majority — the  Council  themselves  being  judges — then  there  might  have 
been  an  "  extinction  of  this  light,"  without  the  least  degree  of 
alarming  apprehension  of  that  "  cloud  of  grief,"  a  "  greater "  than 
which   "  scarcely  "   could  now  "  come  over  all  the  Churches!  " 

"  What  possible  interest,"  the  Council  also  say,  "  or  valid  reason 
can  there  be,  that  the  Church  there  should  not  stand  on  its  ancient 
foundation,  and  preserve  and  show  forth  its  ancient  name  and  its  an- 
cient covenant  ?  Do  any  covet  its  name  1 "  We  respond  to  our 
brethren,  and  inquire  of  them,  if  they  know  any  thing  at  all  of  the 
import  of  these  questions?  And  if  not,  was  it  wise  to  "  utter  that" 
which  they  "  understood  not  ? " 

(X?^  "Its  ancient  foundation"?  The  only  "  ancient  foundation  " 
of  which  the  inhabitants  of  Salem  ever  heard,  as  connected  with  a 
Church  in  Howard  Street,  was  laid, — we  would  inform  our  brethren, 
— not  in  the  seventeenth,  nor  yet  in  the  eighteenth  century,  but  on  the 
twenty-ninth  day  of  December,  1803  ! 

The  Council  speak  of  the  "ancient  name"  of  Howard  Street. 
And  "  do  any  covet  its  name?"  "  We  are  not  so  advised,"  they  tell 
us.  We  presume,  that  they  are  correct.  They  do  not  mean,  we  sup- 
pose, the  name  of  "  Branch,"  or  of  the  "First  Presbyterian  Church," 
but  that  of  "  Howard  Street."  And  how  "  ancient "  is  this  ?  Verj/i 
16 
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"  ancient."  On  the  fourth  of  May,  1847,  it  was  exactly  eighteen  years 
and  eleven  months  "  ancient,"  or  one  score,  minus  one  year  and  one 
month ! 

And  what  shall  we  say  of  "  its  ancient  covenant"  ?  On  the  twenty- 
fifth  of  March,  1815,  the  Church,  which  at  the  first  was  Congrega- 
tional, like  the  Tabernacle  from  which  the  founders  had  proceeded,  by 
way  of  the  First  Church  in  Rowley,  became  Presbyterian,  and 
adopted  a  new  covenant  accordingly.  This,  we  think, — this  second 
covenant  of  the  members,  in  less  than  twelve  years, — would  hardly  be 
recognized  by  the  late  Council,  as  "i/ie  ancient  covenant  of  our  fath- 
ers" We  have  no  reason  to  doubt,  that  the  first  covenant  was  taken 
as  solemnly,  as  any  other  similar  covenant  ever  was.  But  not  one  of 
the  members  could  ever  have  had  an  idea  of  its  being  "the  great  char- 
ter of  all  the  Churches  of  our  order  throughout  the  Christian  world." 
So  the  living  would  testify. 

The  Church,  of  course,  was  the  same  ecclesiastical  organization — 
the  same  identical  body  of  believers — under  the  Presbyterian,  as  under 
the  Congregational  form  of  administration.  It  was  called  the  Branch 
Church  ;  until,  with  a  hope  of  neutralizing,  if  not  burying  some  un- 
toward associations  and  injurious  popular  impressions,  the  members,  in 
1824,  took  the  name  of  the  "  First  Presbyterian  Church  in  Salem."  * 

In  April,  1828,  the  Presbyterian  covenant,  with  all,  in  general,  that 
pertained  to  the  peculiarities  of  Presbyterianism,  gave  place  to  a  third 
covenant,  and  that  a  new  Congregational  covenant. 

We  have  said,  that  the  Presbyterian  covenant  of  1815,  which 
lasted  about  thirteen  years,  with  all,  in  general,  that  pertained  to  the 
peculiarities  of  Presbyterianism,  gave  place  to  a  new,  and  a  Congre- 
gational covenant.  We  have  thus  said, — because  of  "  a  significant 
fact."  There  was  a  minority  which  strenuously  contested  the  pro- 
posed change.  And  they  remained  in  the  Church,  by  a  special  pro- 
vision in  their  behalf,  which,  in  case  of  disciplinary  process  affecting 
any  of  them,  secured  to  them  and  their  families  the  right  of  trial,  ac- 
cording to  the  rules  and  method  of  Presbyterianism  !  If  they  could, 
by  any  possibility,  they  would  have  prevented  the  change  from  Presby- 
terian government  and  connections.  Ought  the  majority,  or  the  minor- 
ity, to  have  prevailed  1 

But  there  have  been  some  more  covenants  at  Howard  Street.  The 
covenant  of  1828,  gave  place  to  a  new  covenant,  very  carefully  pre- 
pared during  the  ministry  of  Dr.  Cheever.  And  this  was  thought  to 
be  so  defective  by  his  successor,  Mr.  Torrey,  that  it  was  "fit  only  for 
the  burning ; "  and  by  him  the  only  copy  in  existence  was  BURNT  UP  ! ! 
This  was  in  1838.  For  some  days,  at  least,  the  Church  had  no  cove- 
nant, to  which  they  could  refer,  as  the  bond  of  their  brotherhood  and 
fellowship.  A  new  and  the  fifth  covenant  was  prepared.  And  this, 
according  to  the  Council,  must  have  been  their  "  ancient  covenant." 
Very  "  ancient,"  truly.  It  must  have  been  adopted  nearly  or  quite 
nine  years,  previous  to  the  dissolution  of  the  Church  in  1847  ! 

*  It  was  probably  forgotten,  at  this  time,  that  the  Tabernacle  Church  had  been 
Preshyterian,  from  1769  to  1784;  though  not  connected  with  any  Presbytery,  until 
the  suiiimcr  of  1774.  The  coincidence  of  an  interregnum,  or  rather,  a  rcgnum  of 
Presbyterianism,  in  both  these  Churches,  is  somewhat  remarkable.  A  similar  ex- 
ample is  furnished  in  the  history  of  one  of  the  Newburyport  Churches. 
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Do  any  covet  its  property  ?  We  know  not ;  we  suppose  it  is  not  rich  in 
this  world's  goods,  but  hope  it  is  "  rich  in  faith,"  and  if  it  is  a  trustee  for  its 
poor,  we  hope  "they  will  not  be  sent  empty  away." 

Did  the  Council  know  what  they  were  saying  ?  Whence  their  oc- 
casion for  such  suggestions  respecting  "  property  "  ?  Did  they  mean 
to  insinuate,  that  the  majority  of  Howard  Street  Church  wished  to  de- 
fraud the  minority?  If  not,  what  did  they  mean  1  They  had  before 
said  ;  "  having  seceded  [?]  and  not  continuing  to  worship  with  the 
Church,  they  had  voluntarily  abandoned  all  right  to  its  property, 
whether  it  continued,  ecclesiastically,  to  be  a  Church  or  not."  "  Vul- 
untarily  abandoned  all  right  to  its  property"  !  And  that  too,  "  wheth- 
er it  continued,  ecclesiastically ,  to  he  a  Church  or  not"  !  Is  this  truth, 
and  is  this  the  morality  of  the  Council  1  Let  no  one  of  them  again 
ever  open  his  mouth,  on  the  subject  of  the  wrongs  of  the  '•  exiled 
churches  "  of  Massachusetts. 

In  a  corporation  of  five  persons,  if  four  agree  to  dissolve,  is  the 
fifth  entitled  to  hold  all  the  property  ?  By  what  law  of  righteousness 
or  of  Christ,  then,  can  the  Howard  Street  minority  claim  the  church- 
furniture;  or  as  proprietors,  owning  a  sixth  part  of  the  whole  number 
of  pews,  how  can  they  be  entitled  to  occupy  the  house  of  worship, 
against  the  voice  of  all  the  rest?  One  individual  alone,  of  those  who 
agreed  to  the  dissolution  of  the  Church,  owns  as  much  in  that  house 
of  worship,  as  all  the  minority  together  !  And  do  the  Council  think, 
that  he  and  the  others,  owning  forty-five  pews  out  of  sixty,  which  were 
held  as  private  property,  ha.ve  forfeited  all  right  and  title  to  that  prop- 
erty ?  So  it  must  be,  if  the  minority  can  justly  claim  the  church- 
furniture.  And  is  it  said  in  reply,  that  it  is  competent  for  proprietors 
to  sell  pews,  upon  which  taxes  have  not  been  paid  ?  Be  it  so.  But  who 
are  the  proprietors,  and  ivho  have  the  authority  to  assess  taxes  upon 
the  pews  in  the  Howard  Street  house  of  worship  ?  We  may  be 
thought  to  speak  too  freely,  but  we  are  willing  to  say  to  all  the  world, 
that  for  ourselves  we  are  completely  shocked  at  the  sentiments  of  the 
Council,  in  relation  to  the  right  of  property  at  Howard  Street ;  and 
should  as  soon  have  expected  from  them  an  open  vindication  of  em- 
bezzlement or  burglary. 

"  Trustee  for  its  poor  "  ?  The  Howard  Street  Church,  on  the  day 
of  the  vote  of  dissolution,  did  not  own  a  dollar  of  property ;  and  never 
did  own  a  dollar  of  property,  as  "  a  trustee  for  its  -poor."  There  was  a 
legacy  given  to  "  the  Corporation  of  Proprietors  of  the  Branch  Society," 
amounting  to  upwards  of  five  hundred  dollars,  the  interest  of  which 
was  to  be  given  to  the  poor  of  the  Congregation ;  and  for  that  legacy 
the  Proprietors  of  the  house  of  worship,  and  not  the  Church,  are  ac- 
countable. 

A  new  organization,  under  a  different  name,  it  has  been  pretended, 
would  expose  those  now  at  Howard  Street,  to  a  suit  for  damages,  from 
heirs  of  legatees.  The  legacy  to  which  we  have  referred,  was  given, 
it  will  be  seen,  when  the  Corporation  and  Church  were  called 
"  Branch,"  and  not  "  Howard  Street." 

"Trustee  for  its  poor"  !  If  there  are  any  "poor,"  whose  relief  or 
solace  is  dependent  or  contingent  upon  funds  now  in  trust  at  Howard 
Street,  they  may  as  well  receive  the  contributions  as  the  written  sym- 
pathies of  the  late  Council. 
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We  would  deal  both  "  kindly  and  truly  "  with  those,  who  affirmed 
before  the  late  Council,  as  we  are  told,  that  by  some  effort  and  per- 
sonal sacrifice,  there  would  be  not  the  least  difficulty  in  sustaining 
themselves  as  a  Church, — and  impliedly,  at  least,  an  efficient  organ- 
ization. To  most  persons  in  Salem,  such  a  statement  is  proof  conclu- 
sive of  absolute  presumption  and  infatuation.  A  man  who  has  not  a 
dollar  in  the  world  that  he  does  not  owe,  beside  owing  hundreds 
which  he  has  no  visible  means  of  paying,  might  just  as  well  say,  that 
he  can  support  a  family  with  entire  ease  and  perfect  honesty.  And 
those  who  derive  a  material  part  of  their  maintenance  from  subscrip- 
tions or  gifts  of  charity,  however  fraternal  or  genteel,  or  who  depend 
largely  upon  creditors,  whose  just  demands  they  have  no  ability  to 
cancel, — are  not  ordinarily  regarded  as  in  very  flourishing  or  very 
desirable  circumstances. 

Of  one  thing,  however,  we  are  very  certain.  Those  at  Howard 
Street  will  need  something  more  substantial,  than  the  aid  afforded 
them  by  Ex  parte  Councils,  however  imposing  in  numbers.  So  far 
is  it  from  being  the  truth,  that  "  it  is  admitted  by  all,  that  a  Church 
ought  to  he  sustained  in  Howard  Street,"  the  sober  fact  is,  that  if  all 
those  in  Howard  Street  were  to  leave  the  place  to-morrow,  and  the 
house  of  worship  there,  with  the  vestry,  and  all  that  belongs  to  the 
original  Howard  Street  organization,  in  the  form  of  church-plate  or 
any  other  property,  were  advertised  to  be  given  up,  without  money 
and  without  price,  to  any  new  Congregational  Church  of  twenty 
respectable  male  members,  who  would  "  covenant  "  to  sustain  worship 
there,  and  never  to  use  the  property  for  their  private  advantage, — 
there  is  not  the  slightest  good  reason  to  suppose,  that  the  first  ten,  if 
the  first  one,  could  be  found,  who  would  be  willing  to  accept  the  gift ! 
And  as  things  now  are,  there  is  as  little  of  probability,  after  all  that  is 
said  in  the  "  Result,"  that  a  single  lay-brother  of  the  late  Council 
would  join  himself  to  the  existing  organization, — were  every  one  of 
the  fifteen  to  remove  to  Salem,  with  a  purpose  of  there  residing  until 
the  last  hour  of  life  ! 

It  certainly  ought  to  be  considered  a  question  of  some  importance, 
whether  an  organization  for  the  purposes  of  a  Congregational  Church, 
has  the  means,  present  or  prospective,  for  a  permanent  support.  If 
there  had  been  a  Council  called,  to  organize  a  Church  out  of  the 
minority  at  Howard  Street, — and  that  Council  could  have  been  made 
to  know  the  simple,  undisguised  truth  of  facts, — there  is  not  one 
probability  in  a  thousand,  that  such  an  organization  would  have  been 
deemed  expedient  or  suitable  ;  unless  that  Council  had  been  composed 
of  men,  in  whose  judgment  the  Churches  generally  would  be  very  slow 
to  confide. 

The  innuendo,  or  implied  accusation,  that  there  are  some,  who  wish 
to  "  cruah  "  those  at  Howard  Street,  could  never  have  been  written 
with  a  true  knowledge  and  a  just  application  of  facts.  And  it  is  some- 
what too  great  an  imposition  upon  ordinary  patience,  that  they  who 
have  acted  in  honesty  and  uprightness,  with  the  certain  consequence 
of  being  traduced  and  maligned,  should  be  so  injuriously  represented 
by  respected  and  beloved  brethren  abroad,  from  whom  a  different 
treatment  ought  to  have  been  received.  Even  some  in  Salem,  whose 
names  have  undoubtedly  had  the  greatest  influence  in   sustaining  the 
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course  of  the  Howard  Street  minority,  have  not  hesitated  to  say,  that 
the  Church  at  Howard  Street  ought  not  to  be  dissolved  ;  because  such 
an  organization  is  of  great  advantage  to  the  peace  of  other  Churches 
in  the  city  ! 

For  several  years  previous  to  the  vote  to  dissolve,  the  apprehension 
had  been  felt,  and  was  frequently  expressed  by  some  of  the  worthiest 
members,  that  the  inevitable  result  of  such  violent  proceedings  and 
speeches  as  those  of  a  portion  of  the  minority,  would  be  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  Church.*  And  if  the  public  knew  but  a  very  small  part 
of  what  might  be  told  of  the  scenes  which  have  been  witnessed  in 
many  church-meetings,  and  of  the  language  used  in  respect  to  the 
pastor,  as  well  as  to  brethren  of  the  Church,  they  would  not  marvel  at 
such  apprehensions  ;  but  would  rather  account  it  an  amazing  mystery 
of  endurance,  which  enabled  so  many  to  persevere  as  long  as  they  did, 
in  their  self-sacrificing  exertions  to  sustain  the  order  of  the  gospel  at 
Howard  Street. 

§  Concluding  Remarlcs. 

Our  examination  of  the  views  of  the  late  Council,  as  it  respects  the 
proceedings  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  and  the  right  of  a  majority 
to  disband  a  particular  local  Church,  has  occupied  much  more  space 
than  we  had  anticipated.  But  one  line  of  error  may  require  many 
pages,  or  even  a  volume,  for  a  suitable  correction.  We  should  have 
been  glad  to  say  less  of  the  case  of  Mr.  Goss.  Much  easier  and  a  far 
more  pleasant  labor  it  would  have  been,  to  present  our  own  views 
affirmatively,  instead  of  defending  ourselves  and  refuting  the  argu- 
ments of  our  opponents.  We  feel  that  we  have  been  injuriously 
treated,  and  really  aspersed.  We  have  been  held  up  to  the  public,  as 
"  radical  reformers  ;  "  as  inventors  of  "  a  new  instrument  of  destruc- 
tion "  to  the  Churches, — and  as  advocating  "  the  right  of  a  majority 
not  only  to  destroy  their  own  rights,  but  also  to  plunder  others  of 

THEIRS." 

These  are  a  part  of  the  charge  against  us.  And  now  what  have  we 
done?  What  sentiments  do  we  hold,  that  should  "  fill"  our  brethren 
"  with  undissembled  wonder  and  astonishment  "  1  In  the  foregoing 
pages,  the  reader  has  the  means  of  judging,  whether,  as  Congregation- 
alists,  we  have  any  "  new  doctrine  "  or  "  novel  theory  ;  "  or  whether 
we  have  committed  any  thing  "  worthy  of  death  "  to  our  ecclesiastical 
reputation  and  our  ministerial  influence. 

Most  of  our  examination  of  the  question,  whether  a  Church  has  a 
right  to  disband  by  vote  of  a  majority,  has  been  conducted  upon  the 
principle  of  argumentum  ad  hominem.  And  we  think  that  we  have 
effectually  shown,  that,  upon  the  admissions  of  the  Result  of  the  late 
Council,  all  the  objections  which  they  have  urged  against  our  claim  of 
right  for  majorities,   and   which  are  of  any  weight  whatever,  lie  with 

*  We  allude  to  such,  for  example,  as  will  be  remembered  by  those,  who  were 
present  at  the  meetings  in  April,  1844,  when  such  an  effbri  was  made  and  repeated 
to  obtain  a  vote  of  the  Church, — "  that  the  Collectors  chosen  for  Foreign  Missions, 
take  subscriptions  of  all  who  may  be  disposed  to  contribute  to  the  Union  Missionary 
Society,  and  forward  the  amount  contributed,  to  the  Treasurer,  in  the  name  of 
the  Howard  Street  Church." 
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equal  force  against  the  method  of  extinguishing  a  Church,  which  they 
themselves  consider  the  only  proper  method,  according  to  our  Con- 
gregational system.  We  assent  to  their  method  of  causing  a  Church 
to  cease,  as  being  strictly  Congregational  ;  but  we  also  maintain,  that 
it  is  equally  Congregational  for  a  majority  to  dissolve  a  Church. 
We  contend,  nay  more,  we  do  know,  that  the  former  method  is  no 
more  prescribed  in  the  Platform,  or  in  any  "  Ratio  Disciplinse,"  than 
is  the  latter. 

The  Scriptures,  as  we  understand  them,  are  silent,  as  to  any  express 
direction  or  witness  upon  the  vital  points  involved  in  the  present  dis- 
cussion. If  it  were  otherwise,  we  think  that  our  brethren  would  not 
have  been  slow  in  referring  us  to  the  "  law  and  the  testimony,"  in  the 
Word  of  God.  Let  them  now,  if  they  can,  adduce  a  single  sentence 
from  Moses  and  the  Prophets,  or  Christ  and  the  Apostles,  which  for- 
bids the  dissolution  of  "  a  particular  local  Church."  If  it  be  so  easy 
a  work  for  them,  as  they  give  us  to  understand,  if  they  mean  any 
thing  in  what  they  say,  let  them  put  us  to  silence  by  a  "  Thus  saith  the 
Lord."  We  shall  be  much  obliged  to  them  for  a  reference  to  the 
chapters  and  verses,  which  they  had  in  mind.  But  we  do  not  need 
their  comments,  nor  their  practical  observations. 

We  shall  not  consent  to  be  "a  whit  behind  the  very  chiefest"  of 
them,  in  our  respect  and  reverence  for  the  obligations  of  our  church- 
covenants.  But  we  insist  that  these  obligations  shall  be  rightly  inter- 
preted. And  we  claim  as  much  competency  to  interpret  them,  as  we 
can  accord  to  our  brethren.  So  far  as  authority  is  concerned,  it 
surely  is  needless  to  aver,  that  no  body  of  men  has  ever  yet  existed 
in  New  England,  or  elsewhere,  with  authority  or  commission  to  bind 
the  members  of  our  independent  Churches  to  any  prescriptions  or 
ordinances  of  church-polity.  And  the  late  Council  have  entirely 
failed  in  their  appeal,  both  to  the  fathers  in  general,  and  to  the  early 
covenants  of  our  Churches,  with  the  Platform  of  1648,  in  particular. 

As  a  voluntary  association,  a  particular  local  Church  has  the  same 
power  to  dissolve,  as  to  continue  its  organization.  The  right  is  inhe- 
rent in  the  very  constitution  or  being  of  a  Congregational  Church. 
But  the  power  should  always  be  discriminated  from  the  responsibility, 
and  the  right  is  not  to  be  identified  with  the  wisdom  or  expediency  of 
its  exercise. 

The  dissolution  of  a  Church  differs,  in  some  important  respects,  from 
the  dissolution  of  a  merely  secular  association  or  corporation.  The 
covenant  of  the  members  with  God,  as  believers  in  Jesus,  is  untouched. 
Their  title  to  be  received  into  other  Churches  is  not  infringed  in  the 
least;  and  in  proof,  we  need  only  refer  to  the  manner  in  which  mem- 
bers of  the  late  Howard  Street  Church  have  been  treated  by  other 
Churches.  And  as  it  regards  "  watch  and  care,"  they  are  practically 
in  no  worse  condition,  than  hundreds  and  thousands  who  are  members 
of  Churches  undissolved. 

Still,  we  have  been  willing  to  argue  the  question  of  disbandment, 
upon  the  hypothesis  or  pretension,  that  the  members  of  a  disbanded 
Church  were  cast  out  into  the  world,  and  were  "  no  members,"  as 
much  as  by  excommunication.  So  far  as  they  may  be  in  this  condi- 
tion, so  far  are  they  also,  who  have  not  been  recognized  in  other 
Churches,  when  the  Church  of  which  they  were  members  voted  unan- 
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imously  to  unite  with  some  one  specified  Church,  or  with  other 
Churches  at  pleasure.  They  are  "  no  members  "  in  the  one  case,  no 
less  than  in  the  other. 

In  the  end  to  be  accomplished  by  a  particular  church-organization, 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  a  dissolution.  This  end,  as  the 
Platform  says, — is  "  the  public  worship  of  God  and  the  mutual  edifica- 
tion of  one  another."  If,  therefore,  it  appears  that  a  given  organiza- 
tion cannot  be  sustained  without  a  burden  of  oppressive  embarrass- 
ment, pecuniary  or  otherwise  ;  or  if  in  existing  difficulties,  internal  or 
external,  there  is  no  rational  prospect  of  deliverance  or  essential 
relief, — then  may  there  be  good  and  sufficient  reasons  for  the  members 
of  such  an  organization,  to  dissolve  the  local  bonds  which  hold  them 
in  fellowship. 

The  covenant  with  one  another  is  conditional, — sacred  as  it  is  from 
its  intimate  association  with  that  which  is  made  with  Christ  in  God,  and 
which  no  changes  of  earth  can  annul  or  essentially  modify.  And  as 
each  individual  is  bound  to  regard  the  general  good  of  all,  the  greater 
the  actual  importance  of  church-organizations,  in  the  broadest  view  of 
the  end  to  be  accomplished,  the  more  conclusive  may  be  the  argument, 
in  a  given  case,  for  the  dissolution  or  the  extinguishment  of  a  particu- 
lar local  Church.  For  the  very  reason  that  the  Church  is  a  good 
institution,  it  may  be  the  imperative  duty  of  the  members  of  that 
Church  to  put  an  end  to  its  visibility  and  identity.  Vastly  more  of 
good  may  thus  be  accomplished.  And  singular,  most  anomalous 
would  it  be,  if,  when  it  is  so  often  a  most  difficult  question,  whether  a 
Church  should  be  formed,  it  could  never  afterwards  be  a  question, 
whether  it  should  be  dissolved. 

Of  the  reasons  for  disbanding  a  Church,  the  majority  are  as  compe- 
tent to  judge,  as  of  the  reasons  for  any  act  or  measure,  which  belongs 
indisputably  to  their  cognizance  and  control.  On  board  the  Mayflower, 
the  Pilgrims  recognized  the  great  principle,  "that  the  will  of  the 
MAJORITY  SHALL  GOVERN."  Some  of  the  fathers  in  the  Massachusetts 
colony,  as  we  have  seen,  attempted  an  experiment  of  church-adminis- 
tration, by  requiring  unanimous  concurrence.  They  soon  found  them- 
selves in  perplexities,  in  which,  their  remedy  of  admonition,  and  dis- 
qualification to  vote,  proved  like  that  for  some  diseases  of  the  natural 
body, — which  shifts  the  place,  hut  keeps  the  pain.  To  compel  a  mi- 
nority to  vote  with  the  majority,  by  the  coercion  of  discipline,  would 
be  somewhat  worse  than  what  has  been  charged  upon  ourselves. 

Majorities  may  err.  But  certainly,  by  all  experience,  they  are  as 
much  to  be  trusted,  as  minorities  can  ever  be.  And  if  in  the  case  of 
Churches,  a  majority,  however  large,  cannot  dissolve  the  organization, 
then  must  it  follow,  that  a  minority,  however  small,  may  do  mischief, 
and  incalculable  mischief,  for  which  there  is  no  remedy.  By  their 
very  covenant  itself,  in  its  application  to  the  minority,  while  mutually 
under  law  to  Christ,  the  majority  may  be  ^'constrained"  by  "the  love 
of  Christ  "  to  declare  their  church-organization  to  he  dissolved  and  no 
longer  to  exist.  And  there  may  be  no  sufficient  reason  imaginable, 
why,  in  some  cases,  a  majority  should  retire,  voting  themselves  letters 
of  dismission,  yet  leaving  the  minority  to  be  the  Church.  We  cannot 
see  why  a  member  can  be  excommunicated,  by  a  major  vote, — if  an 
unanimous  vote  is  necessary  for  a  Church  to  disband. 
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If  a  majority  shall  proceed  improperly  or  wantonly,  in  any  case,  they 
are  responsible,  as  individuals,  first  of  all  to  the  Great  Head  of  the 
Church  ;  but  in  a  high  degree,  also,  to  members  of  sister  Churches. 
They  should  not  be  received  into  the  Churches,  until  they 
have  given  evidence  of  repentance  for  wrong  doing.  Those 
who  have  not  been  been  partakers  of  their  sin,  cannot  of  course  be 
accountable,  as  partakers.  If  they  have  suffered  any  temporal  injury 
or  inconvenience,  they  have  no  reason  to  be  disquieted,  as  if  them- 
selves in  fault.  And  if  they  wish  to  be  one  body,  and  are  capable  of 
sustaining  an  organization  of  their  own,  let  them  be  organized,  and 
let  them  have  the  benediction  and  the  supplications  of  all  who  pray  for 
the  peace  of  Jerusalem  and  the  prosperity  of  Zion. 

Let  them  not,  however,  violate  all  truth,  ecclesiastically,  historically, 
and  morally,  by  a  preposterous  claim  to  be  the  same  organization,  as 
before  the  disband  ment  by  the  act  of  their  associates.*  Let  them 
neither  take  possession,  nor  desire  any  part  of  the  property  of  the  dis- 
banded Church,  than  such  as  belongs  to  them  by  the  law  of  Christ, — 
whatever  may  be  the  law  of  the  land;  remembering  the  words, — "I 
THE  Lord  love  judgment;  I  hate  robbery  for  burnt  offering." 

As  it  respects  the  fearful  consequences  from  the  distinct  recognition 
of  the  power  and  right  of  majorities  to  disband  a  Church,  our 
brethren  of  the  Council  would  have  us  think,  that  they  are  very  much 
alarmed.  Before  they  "  came  to  judgment,"  we  had  heard,  that  many 
of  our  Churches  would  certainly  be  dissolved,  and  that  very  soon,  if 
majorities  were  understood  to  have  such  power.  We  have  not  been 
much  troubled. 

If  it  be  a  fact,  that  we  have  any  Churches,  in  lohich  the  majoi'ity 
ivould  wantonly  and  recklessly  pass  a  vote  of  disbandment,  provided 
only  that  the  vote  would  be  considered  valid, — we  are  ready  to  say  of 
such  Churches,  that,  in  all  human  probability,  the  sooner  the  deed  was 
done,  the  better  it  would  be  for  the  interests  of  "  religion,  pure  and 
undefiled."  Better  far  that  such  members  of  Churches  should  be  "no 
members,"  whether  with,  or  "  without  excommunication." 

If  also  any  persons,  who  have  belonged  to  a  disbanded  Church,  do 
not  see  fit  to  connect  themselves  with  other  Churches,  and  prefer 
never  to  use  their  letters  of  testimonial,  we  believe,  that,  with  very 
rare  exceptions,  they  would  be  of  very  little  advantage  to  any  Church, 
and,  as  things  usually  are,  would  not  be  likely  to  "grow  in  grace" 
any  more  surely,  by  a  mere  "name  to  live,"  as  recognized  members  of 
*«  the  household  of  faith."  In  any  event,  it  is  their  own  fault,  if  they 
remain  as  of  the  world,  while  in  the  world. 

The  evils  of  a  disbandment  of  a  particular  Church  have  been 
greatly,  and,  as  appears  to  us,  very  wrongly  exaggerated  in  the  Result 
of  our  brethren.  Pictures  of  imagination,  more  than  of  life,  have 
been  painted  with  an  unsparing  profusion  of  dark  and  doleful  coloring. 
The  whole  of  this,  we  can  explain ;  and  if  we  mistake  not,  we  are  not 
alone  in  opinion,  that  sober-minded  men  of  mature  age,  in  writing  for 
the  Churches,  should  aim  to  write  the  truth  in  simplicity,  as  well  as 
godly  sincerity,  without  simulation  or  rf/ssimulation. 

*  That,  they  cannot  be,  let  who  will  vote  that  they  are.  A  man  may  just  as 
well  be  made  his  own  father,  by  a  vote  of  his  neighbors. 
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When  speaking  of  the  act  of  dissolution  by  the  Howard  Street  ma- 
jority, the  Council  put  forth  all  the  energies  of  their  mechanical  or 
inflated  rhetoric  and  poetry,  as  if  the  extinction  of  a  church-organi- 
zation was  a  catastrophe  "  unspeakably  mournful."  Yet  immediately 
afterwards,  they  tell  us,  that  if  a  Church  cease  to  exist,  hy  a  votf.  of 
the  members  to  take  letters  of  dismission,  according  to  their  method  of 
extinguishing  Churches  Congregationnlly ,  there  may  not  be  the  slightest 
objection!  So  then,  after  all  that  they  have  aimed  to  do  in  their  on- 
slaught upon  us,  it  seems  that  the  "  head  and  front  of  our  offending" 
is,  that  we  think  it  lawful  and  honorable  for  a  Church  to  die  in  that 
particular  manner,  which  is  not  agreeable  to  the  views  and  feelings  of 
this  Council ! 

Churches  however,  it  must  not  be  forgotten,  have  been  dissolved, 
or  have  been  extinguished,  by  mere  majorities  in  fact,  when  the  appear- 
ance was,  as  if  by  unanimous  consent.  A  minority,  also,  against  the 
wishes  of  the  majority  have  taken  such  measures,  with  or  without  good 
reason,  as  have  brought  all  to  vote,  or  not  to  resist  a  vote,  to  disband 
the  organization.  And  when  it  is  said  of  some  Churches,  that  they  voted 
unanimously  to  take  letters  to  other  Churches,  the  real  truth  was,  that 
a  minority  did  not  vote  at  all,  or  voted  as  they  did,  because  they  could 
not  help  themselves,  or,  because,  under  all  circumstances,  they  chose 
to  submit  to  the  will  of  others.  And  it  is  to  be  remembered,  that,  if 
there  is  any  violation  of  covenant  obligations,  when  a  majority  act 
against  the  wishes  of  a  minority  of  brethren,  in  voting  to  dissolve  a 
Church,  or  to  give  and  take  letters,  it  must  also  be  an  equal  violation 
of  covenant  obligations,  if,  although  the  vote  of  the  brethren  is  most 
cordially  unanimous,  there  is  a  single  solitary  female  member  of  the 
Church,  who  cannot  or  will  not  give  her  consent  to  the  measure  ! 

But  if  any  have  supposed,  that  there  is  any  essential  difference  be- 
tween the  power  exercised,  or  between  the  moral  evils,  great  as  they 
may  be,  in  the  case  of  the  dissolution  of  a  Church  by  a  majority, 
and  the  extinction  of  a  Church  by  a  vote  of  all  the  acting  male  mem- 
bers to  give  and  receive  letters  of  dismission, — we  cannot  but  think, 
that  we  have  now  presented  some  considerations,  which  may  lead  to  a 
review  of  their  opinions.  The  difference,  in  our  humble  apprehen- 
sion, is  the  same  as  between  dying,  and  not  living  !  But  we  all  know 
that  the  feelings  of  people  are  less  disturbed  by  some  words  than  by 
others.     Both  euphony  and  euphemism  have  their  advantages. 

Upon  the  main  question  before  us,  there  are  of  course  things  to  be 
said,  on  the  one  side  and  the  other.  Intelligent  and  honest  men  may 
differ  in  their  first  impressions,  and  in  their  more  careful  inquiries  and 
reflections,  in  regard  to  the  preponderance  of  argument.  There  are 
unsettled  questions  in  our  Congregational  system  ;  as  for  example, 
whether  a  pastor  should  be  a  member  of  the  Church  of  which  he  is 
the  pastor,  or  whether  a  pastor,  when  dismissed,  belongs  to  any  Church, 
if  he  was  not  considered  a  member  of  the  Church  of  which  he  was 
the  pastor.  Upon  such  questions,  as  upon  that  which  we  have  been 
discussing,  there  may  be  honest  differences  of  opinion  ;  but  there 
should  be  no  angry  strife,  no  denunciation,  no  bitterness. 

The  question  of  the  right  of  a  Church  to  dissolve  by  a  major  vote, 
we  have  sometimes  been  told,  is  a  question  which  may  be  decided, 
without  reference  to  any  particular  case.  It  lies  open  to  the  mind's 
17 
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eye,  and  every  one  may  see  tohat  is  right  in  the  premises.  We  are 
not  disposed  to  deny  this  statement ;  but  if  it  be  a  question  to  be  de- 
cided by  every  man,  according  to  the  dictates  of  his  own  intuitive 
perception  and  discrimination,  or  the  spontaneous  counsel  of  his 
personal  convictions,  we  must  be  allowed  to  confide  in  our  own  judg- 
ment,— although  at  variance  with  that  of  any  of  our  brethren,  who 
have  declared  us  to  be  in  error.  And  we  must  say  to  those  brethren, 
that  if  they  wish  to  bind  our  hearts  with  theirs  in  the  cordialities  of 
union  and  esteem  ;  and  if  they  would  promote  entire  harmony  and  the 
happiest  communion  among  the  Churches  and  Ministers  of  the  Essex 
South  Conference,  they  must  adopt  a  very  different  style  and  air  of 
address,  from  that  which  so  unfortunately  characterizes  their  intensely 
partisan  Result. 

If  any  of  our  brethren  from  abroad  have  imagined  themselves  to  be 
peculiarly  qualified  or  specially  commissioned,  under  providential  direc- 
tion, to  "adjudicate"  the  ecclesiastical  questions  of  the  Churches  of 
the  Essex  South  Conference,  and  of  all  the  Churches  of  our  order  in 
Massachusetts,  they  must  bear  with  us,  if  we  suggest  to  them,  that 
they  may  have  essentially  mistaken  their  calling.  We  are  ready  to 
receive  any  counsel,  which,  at  proper  times  and  in  a  truly  fraternal  spirit, 
they  are  pleased  to  offer  us.  We  will  also  give  our  attention  to  any 
further  arguments,  which  they  may  wish  us  to  examine  ;  and,  so  far  as 
our  self-respect,  or  our  sense  of  duty  may  require,  we  shall  endeavor 
to  vindicate  our  opinions,  until  convinced  that  we  are  in  error.  This 
is  all  which  they  can  reasonably  ask.  It  certainly  is  all  which  we  can 
encourage  them  to  hope. 

We  have  desired  to  meet  them,  at  every  point,  fairly,  candidly,  and 
effectively.  We  have  made  no  false  issues.  We  have  no  disguises. 
We  have  sought  to  exhibit  the  exact  truth  of  facts,  and  the  exact 
force  of  arguments.  Conscious  of  infirmities  and  deficiencies,  neither 
few  nor  small,  we  yet  shrink  from  no  test  of  reason  or  of  revela- 
tion. In  the  fear  of  God  and  the  love  of  Christ,  we  hope,  not 
unworthily,  to  maintain  the  Congregationalism,  which  we  have  re- 
ceived from  the  fathers,  whose  memory  we  delight  to  honor.  In  its 
true  principles  and  results,  under  a  wise,  impartial,  and  benignant  ad- 
ministration, we  believe,  that  it  is  the  most  just  and  safe,  as  well  as 
the  most  free  and  ennobling  of  all  forms  or  institutions  of  ecclesias- 
tical polity. 

And  may  "  the  God  of  peace,"  who  is  also  "  the  God  of  patience," 
give  us  wisdom,  with  every  grace  of  his  good  Spirit,  that  we  may 
never,  by  any  act  or  influence,  either  publicly  or  privately,  contribute, 
in  the  smallest  measure,  to  impair  confidence  in  its  character, — to  mar 
its  intrinsic  beauty, — and  to  turn  its  "glory  and  virtue"  into  shame 
and  contempt.  May  our  brethren  also,  with  ourselves,  be  blessed 
abundantly  from  on  high  ;  and  all  "  find  mercy,"  "  in  the  day,  when 
God  shall  judge  the  secrets  of  men,  by  Jesus  Christ,  according  to  " 
the  "  Gospel  !  " 
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[p.  12.] 

At  a  meeting  of  the  Tabernacle  Church,  April  19,  1850,  the  following 
votes  were  passed  : — 

Whereas,  a  certificate  of  the  late  Clerk  of  the  Church  has  been  published, 
stating  that  he  "  had  furnished  brother  Ezekiel  Goss  with  copies  of  the  fol- 
lowing documents,  viz:  1.  The  vote  of  the  Church,  August  25th,  [24th,] 
1849  ;  2.  The  Report  of  the  Committee  which  was  appointed  to  state  to  him 
the  reasons  why  his  request  was  not  granted  ;  3.  The  resolutions  adopted  by 
the  Church  respecting  Howard  Street  Church,  and  the  second  vote  declining 
to  dismiss  him,  passed  September  28th,  1849  ;  4.  The  reasons  put  on  record 
for  declining  his  request  for  a  Mutual  Council,  and  that  these  are  all  the 
record  of  proceedings  in  his  case  up  to  the  20th  of  November,  1849  ;" 

And  whereas,  upon  examination  of  the  Records  of  the  Church,  it  has  been 
found  that  no  record  was  made  of  other  important  proceedings, — Therefore, 

Voted,  1st,  That  the  Records  of  the  Church  be  so  amended,  that,  in  addi- 
tion to  what  was  recorded  as  the  proceedings  of  the  meeting,  September 
14th,  1849,  the  following  entry  shall  be  made: — "A  resolution  was  offered, 
viz  :  'Resolved,  That  the  explanations  of  brother  Goss  in  regard  to  his  leav- 
ing the  Church  with  unkind  feelings,  be  accepted  by  this  Church  as  per- 
fectly satisfactory.'  After  some  discussion,  the  resolution  was  laid  upon  the 
table." 

Voted,  2dly,  That  the  following  entry  be  made,  in  addition  to  the  record 
of  the  proceedings  of  the  meeting,  September  28th,  viz  :  "  After  the  Report 
of  the  Committee  appointed  September  7th,  to  explain  to  brother  Goss  the 
reasons  why  the  Church  did  not  grant  his  request  for  a  dismission,  the  reso- 
lution which  was  presented  at  the  meeting  of  the  Church,  September  14th, 
was  called  up  from  the  table  and  considered.  Objections  were  made,  and  a 
vote  being  taken,  the  Church  refused  to  pass  the  resolution.  The  pastor 
also  requested  the  Church  to  take  a  vote  upon  the  question,  whether  the 
Committee,  appointed  September  7th,  were  authorized  by  the  facts  in  the 
case  to  make  the  statement  which  they  did  to  brother  Goss,  as  contained  in 
their  Report.  A  vote  was  accordingly  taken,  and  the  question  decided  in 
the  affirmative.  The  Church  thus  approved  the  doings  of  the  Committee,  and 
virtually  adopted  the  Report  ivhich  had  been  previously  accepted." 

Voted,  3dly,  That  the  omission  of  the  Clerk  to  record  in  full  the  doings  of 
the  Church,  at  the  meetings  of  September  14th,  and  September  28th,  may  be 
explained,  without  imputing  to  him  a  design  to  make  a  record,  which,  by  its 
omissions,  might  operate  to  the  advantage  of  brother  Goss. 

Whereas,  also,  in  the  published  certificate  of  the  late  Clerk  of  the  Church, 
dated  December  26th,  1849, — it  is  stated,  "  that,  on  the  26th  of  October,  it 
was  repeatedly  said  to  Mr.  Goss,  we  have  nothing  against  you" ; — 

Voted,  That  these  words,  as  naturally  understood,  are  suited  to  make  an 
erroneous  impression ; — no  member  of  the  Church  having  used  any  such 
words  to  brother  Goss,  without  saying,  or  supposing  himself  to  be  explicitly 
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understood  to  mean,  as  saying-, — "  We  have  no  charges  before  the  Church, 
against  you.  You  are  not  upon  trial,  and  therefore,  it  is  not  in  order  for  you 
to  address  the  Church,  as  if  you  were." 

The  above  amendments,  with  the  accompanying  correction,  were  adopted 
without  debate, — no  one  voting  in  the  negative. 

*  Attest,  George  C.  Hodgdon,  Clerk. 

Salem,  ^pril  27,  1850. 

[p.  38.] 

We  copied  all  the  quotations,  in  respect  to  the  nature  of  a  covenant,  in- 
tending to  insert  them  here,  that  the  reader  might  see  at  a  glance,  that  not 
one  of  them  touches  the  point,  which  the  Council  have  assumed  as  their  fun- 
damental position.  Our  space  is  otherwise  needed.  But  we  cannot  refrain 
from  remarking,  that  we  hope  our  brethren  will  not  be  imitated  in  such  a 
manner  of  quotation  and  such  a  style  of  grandiloquence  in  general.  It  is  no 
mark  of  erudition  to  copy  names  or  titles  of  authors,  pamphlets,  or  books, — 
with  a  few  extracts, — from  the  mass  which  can  be  found  in  some  Historical 
Collections, — illustrative  of  the  period  of  the  fathers, — which  one  of  the 
writers  calls  "  this  pamphlet-glutted  age."  And  after  quoting  a  sentence  of 
what  "  Rathband  says,"  in  1G44,  it  is  not  in  the  highest  style  of  scholarship 
merely  to  add, — "To  whom  Welde,  of  Roxbury,  replied" ; — especially,  if 
there  was  no  "  Welde,  of  Roxbury,"  after  1641. 

[p.  49.] 

For  example.  "  It  may  sometimes  come  to  pass,  that  a  church-member, 
not  otherwise  scandalous,  may  fully  loithdraw,  and  divide  himself  from  the 
communion  of  the  Church  to  which  he  belongeth.  In  which  case,  when  all 
due  means  for  the  reducing  him  prove  ineffectual,  he  having  thereby  cut 
himself  off  from  that  Church's  communion;  the  Church  may  justly  esteem 
and  declare  itself  discharged  of  any  further  inspection  over  him.  Heb.  x. 
25;  Rom.  xvi.  17;  2  Thes.  iii.  14."  (Heads  of  Agreement,  Congregational 
and  Presbyterian,  1690.  See  Magnalia,  Vol.  II.  Upham's  Ratio,  &c.,  p. 
307.)  The  Tabernacle  Church,  for  at  least  forty- five  years,  have  recognized 
the  propriety  of  this  course. 

In  the  answer  to  the  "  Sixth  Position,"  from  which  we  have  quoted,  (p.  17,) 
it  is  said  of  a  person,  who  desired  to  leave  the  Church,  and  the  Church 
could  not  give  consent:  "  If  after  all  this,  we  see  his  spirit  stedfastly  and 
stifFely  bent  for  a  departure,  then,  though  we  dare  not  act  against  our  light 
by  consenting  or  counselling,  yet,  if  his  sinne  be  apparent  and  danger  emi- 
nent, we  use  rather  through  indulgence  (in  cases  of  like  nature)  to  suspend 
our  vote  against  him,  as  not  willing  against  his  will  to  detain  him,  abhorring 
to  make  our  Churches  places  of  Restraint  and  Imprisonment."  We  are  not 
sure,  that  we  understand  this  statement.  If  we  do,  it  is  very  plain,  that,  in 
the  early  Churches,  members  were  sometimes  allowed  to  make  themselves 
"  no  members  without  excommunication." 

[p.  76.] 

Result  of  Council  advising  the  Dissolution. 

Salem,  April  14,  1847. 

It  appears  that  the  pastor's  request  for  a  dismission  arises  from  embarrass- 
ments which  have  rendered,  in  a  great  degree,  abortive  his  earnest  and  self- 
denying  efforts  for  a  course  of  years,  and  which  embarrassments  have  now 
come  to  a  crisis,  so  that  we  can  do  no  less  than  accede  to  his  request,  and 
we  hereby  declare  his  pastoral  relation  dissolved. 

We  tenderly  sympathize  with  the  Rev.  Mr.  Mann,  in  his  afflictions  and 
disappointed  hopes,  and  most  cordially  recommend  him  to  the  Churches  of 
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Christ,  as  sound  in  doctrine  ;  earnest,  able  and  faithful  in  preaching ;  kind, 
amiable  and  acceptable  in  the  relations  of  social  life,  and  heartily  devoted  to 
the  true  ends  of  the  ministry.  And  we  deem  it  due  to  him  to  say,  that  hia 
failure  of  the  desired  success  in  extricating  this  Church  from  its  embarrass- 
ments should  not  be  used  in  disparagement  of  his  ministerial  character  in 
any  respect. 

And  since  the  embarrassments  which  have  so  far  frustrated  his  ministry 
still  exist,  without  prospect  of  change,  while  the  Church  retains  its  present 
organization,  we  would  suggest  the  inquiry  whether  the  best  good  of  all  con- 
cerned would  not  be  consulted  by  a  dissolution  of  that  organization,  and  the 
members  connect  themselves  with  other  Churches  in  this  city.  A  step  so 
uncommon,  we  think,  is  made  expedient  by  reasons  as  peculiar.  It  is  not 
that  we  think  that  there  is  not  ability  and  piety  enough  to  sustain  the  enter- 
prise in  favoring  circumstances.  There  aie  materials  of  great  value  in  this 
Church,  but  they  stand  in  such  relations  as  to  hinder  their  efforts  for  good. 
Nor  is  it  true  that  our  denomination  in  this  city  have  Churches  enough  with- 
out this.  The  prospect  rather  appears  to  be,  that  if  this  is  dissolved,  a  new 
one  will  soon  take  its  place.  We  would,  therefore,  advise  that  the  present 
organization,  if  it  sees  fit,  vote  a  dissolution  ;  and  if  the  proprietors  of  the 
meeting-house  see  fit,  to  close  it  a  while  and  wait  for  the  movements  of 
Providence,  we  feel  persuaded  that  the  time  will  soon  come  when  the  way 
will  be  made  to  open  it  under  better  auspices.  A  new  organization  formed 
for  the  purpose,  would  of  course  stand  clear  of  most  of  the  embarrassments 
of  the  present. 

We  deem  it  to  be  our  duty  in  concluding  this  Result,  to  call  upon  some 
of  the  individuals  of  the  Church  to  reconsider  the  manner  in  which  they 
have  treated  their  pastor,  during  the  existence  of  the  difficulties  which  have 
given  occasion  to  the  calling  of  this  Council.  Saying  nothing  of  those  who 
have  been  in  fault  in  other  matters,  there  has  been  a  disposition  on  the  part 
of  these,  to  push  some  favorite  points  to  extremes ; — a  want  of  charitable 
construction  of  the  pastor's  motives  and  conduct  in  relation  to  points  on 
which  there  existed  a  difference  of  opinion  between  him  and  them  ;  and  a 
deficiency  of  that  kindness  and  courtesy  which  he  had  a  right  to  claim  as  a 
Christian  minister,  and  particularly  as  their  pastor. 

The  Council  hope  that  they  will  see  their  error,  and  that  in  whatever 
future  ecclesiastical  connection  they  may  be  placed,  they  will  seek  to  be 
possessed  of  a  spirit  of  wisdom,  and  of  a  sound  mind,  and  will  remember, 
that  charity,  kindness  and  forbearance  are  as  important  parts  of  Christian 
character,  as  zeal  in  suppressing  the  errors  and  vices  of  society. 

Parsons  Cooke,  Moderator. 

E.  A.  Lawrence,  Scribe. 

[p.  ]07.J 

So  much  has  been  said  respecting  the  sale  of  Howard  Street  bell,  organ, 
&c.,  as  if  unauthorized, — and  other  erroneous  statements  having  been  circu- 
lated,— we  here  present  some  facts  and  documents. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  proprietors,  regularly  notified.  May  28th,  1847,  it  was 
Voted  3d,  That  the  standing  committee  shall  ascertain  what  is  the  amount 
of  all  the  debts  due  from  this  corporation,  and  report  at  an  adjourned  meet- 
ing, one  week  from  this  evening ;  and  that  they  be  authorized  to  raise,  in 
some  way,  what  money  may  be  necessary  for  immediate  use.  June  4th,  the 
proprietors  met  by  adjournment.  The  committee  stated,  that  they  had  been 
unable  to  raise  money  in  any  way.  The  minority  were  then  asked,  if  they 
had  any  proposition  to  make.  They  declined  making  any.  It  was  then 
Voted,  That  the  standing  committee  be,  and  they  are  hereby  authorized  to 
sell  so  much  of  the  corporate  property,  as  will  meet  all  the  legal  demands 
against  this  corporation,  viz.,  the  organ,  lamps,  carpet  on  the  aisles,  the  bell, 
and  the  furnace,  if  necessary,  to  liquidate  the  debts  due  from  this  corpora- 
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tion ;  and  report  their  doings  to  the  proprietors  at  a  meeting  called  for  that 
purpose.     Tke  above  vote  loas  passed  with  only  two  dissenting. 

The  standing  committee  thus  had  the  power  to  sell  the  above  articles  at 
once,  but  they  waited,  hoping  that  some  other  course  might  be  practicable. 
Not  one  of  the  above  articles  was  sold,  until  more  than  two  months  after 
the  vote  to  sell.  On  the  2d  of  August,  a  note  became  due  at  the  bank, 
which  had  been  given  by  the  former  treasurer  (who  was  one  of  the  minor- 
ity) to  Mr.  Mann,  and  endorsed  by  Mr.  Mann.  The  payment  of  this  note 
had  been  guaranteed  by  six  of  those  who  continued  at  Howard  Street.  On 
arriving  at  maturity,  the  note  was  unpaid.  Mr.  Mann  was  desirous  of  being 
released  from  his  liability  to  the  bank,  and  likewise  desirous  of  being  paid 
for  his  services  subsequent  to  the  last  settlement  by  the  note.  The  minority 
were  notified,  that  unless  the  bills  were  paid,  the  property  must  be  sold. 
The  committee  offered  to  sell  the  property  to  the  minority,  but  these  refused 
to  buy.  Offers  were  repeatedly  made  to  the  minority  to  have  the  whole 
property  appraised  by  disinterested  men,  and  after  the  appraisal,  they  might 
either  buy  or  sell.  Other  offers  were  made,  to  have  the  whole  subject  in 
regard  to  the  house  referred  ;  but  these  they  also  declined. 

March  20,  1848,  a  meeting  of  the  Proprietors  was  called,  at  which  it  was 
Voted,  That  it  is  expedient  to  sell  the  property  of  the  corporation  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  its  debts  and  dividing  the  surplus,  if  any,  equitably  among 
the  proprietors ;  and  that  we  fully  concur  in  the  petition  of  R.  P.  Waters 
and  others,  now  pending  before  the  Legislature.  The  vote  stood  29  yeas — 
9  nays. 

It  having  been  ascertained  that  there  was  no  prospect  of  adjusting  the 
difficulties,  and  expense  continuing,  such  as  rent  for  cellar  and  interest 
money,  it  was  thought  best  to  close  the  concern.  Immediately  after  the  vote 
of  June  4  was  passed,  an  individual  of  the  minority  who  was  present,  and 
strongly  objected  to  paying  the  debts  by  assessment  of  the  pews,  but  did  not 
object  to  selling  the  property,  had  an  attachment  placed  on  all  the  articles 
which  it  was  voted  to  sell;  thus  endeavoring  to  prevent  paying  the  debts. 
The  committee  became  personally  responsible  to  the  sheriff,  and  sold  the 
articles.     The  suit  was  brought  for  $1,000. 

The  plaintiff  and  four  others,  as  if  representing  the  proprietors,  com- 
menced a  new  action  at  law  against  the  committee,  who  had  retained  part  of 
the  money  received  from  the  sale  of  the  articles,  but  had  offered  to  pay  the 
debts — the  plaintiff's  among  the  rest — provided  he  would  relinquish  his  suit 
for  the  recovery  of  the  money.  Thus  were  the  committee  placed  in  a  situ- 
ation, in  which  they  could  not  pay  the  money,  without  risk  to  themselves, 
and  requiring  them  to  defend  themselves,  in  two  actions,  for  the  same  money. 

The  following  Agreement  was  written  by  S.  E.  Sewall,  Esq.,  Plaintiff's 
attorney. 

It  is  agreed  by  and  between  the  parties  to  the  suits  now  pending  in  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court,  in  the  County  of  Essex,  April  term,  1849,  between 
Daniel  Millet  against  Isaac  P.  Foster  and  others,  and  the  Howard  Street 
Church  against  Isaac  P.  Foster  and  others. 

The  said  suits  shall  be  dismissed  by  an  entry  of  neither  party ^  each  party 
paying  his  own  counsel  fees. 

The  defendants  in  said  suits  agree,  that  they  will  account  for  all  the 
moneys  received  for  the  sale  of  the  bell,  organ,  lamps,  carpets  and  church- 
furniture  of  the  Howard  Street  Church. 

The  defendants  are  to  be  allowed  for  all  sums  paid  for  debts,  justly  due 
from  said  corporation,  and  the  balance  of  the  money  is  to  be  paid  to  Mr. 
Michael  Shepard,  who  is  to  apply  the  same  to  pay  the  following  debts  now 
due  from  the  Church,  to  wit : — cellar  rent,  note  due  Benjamin  Trask,  bal- 
ance due  Henry  Hale,  and  balance  due  Daniel  Millet.  Said  Shepard  is  to 
adjust,  as  referee,  the  amount  due  said  Hale  and  Millet,  about  which  contro- 
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versy  may  arise.     And  the  said  Shepard  shall  also  audit  the  accounts  of  said 
defendants. 

The  defendants  are  to  be  charged  with  interest  on  all  sums  received  by 
them,  except  for  such  time  as  they  can  show  that  the  money,  or  any  part  of 
it,  was  specially  deposited,  as  the  money  of  the  Church,  or  for  the  benefit  of 
said  Church.  The  balance  of  the  money  to  be  paid  on  the  note  of  Mrs. 
Saunders. 

Said  Shepard,  as  referee,  shall  decide  any  disputed  claims.  The  bill  of 
N.  J.  Lord,  Esq.,  for  counsel  fees,  amount  $34,  not  to  be  brought  into  this 
account.  Signed,  Signed, 

S.  E.  Sewall,  Plaini'fFs  Att'y,  A.  Huntijsgxon,  Def'ts  Att'y, 

both  cases.  both  cases. 

Daniel  Millet. 
Isaac  P.  Fostkk. 
Henry  Hale, 
May  2,  1849.  A.  T.  Brooks. 

The  subscriber,  by  consent  of  parties,  appointed  Referee  in  the  case  of 
Daniel  Millet  vs.  Isaac  P.  Foster  and  others,  and  Howard  Street  Church  vs. 
Isaac  P.  Foster  and  others,— having  met  the  parties  at  several  different 
times,  heard  their  claims  and  objections  to  the  same,  and  having  duly  con- 
sidered the  matter,  do  award  to  the  several  persons  hereafter  named,  the  sura 
set  against  their  respective  names  in  full  for  their  several  claims  and  de- 
mands, viz : — 

To  Daniel  Millet, $220  59 

"   Henry  Hale,  for  self  and  J.  &  H.  Hale,        .         .         .         154  33 
"  Benjamin  Trask,  note  and  interest,        ....  56  80 

"  Isaac  P.  Foster,  for  allowance  by  general  consent, 

for  cash  paid  Miss  Barker  and  Mr.  Emilio,  25  00 

"  R.  P.  Waters  vs.  D.  Millet,         .         .         ,         5  10 
"  T.  &  A   R.  Brooks's  bill,     ....  75 

"  Aaron  Smith, 3  00 

"  cash  paid  P.  E.  Webster  for  cellar  rent,  per 

receipt, 97  50—131  35 

563  07 

To  Charles  F.  Bates,  the  sum  of  $94  00,  payable  in  pews  in 
the  meeling-house  of  the  value  aforesaid,  being  for  $23  50 
advanced  in  cash. 

Leaving  the  sura  of  $339  66  on  account  of  the  note  to  Mrs. 

Saunders, 3S9  66 

$952  73 

The  referee  received  of  Isaac  P.  Foster,  for  the  balance  due 
on  sale  of  church  organ,  and  for  interest  paid  by  him,  the 
sum  of  $936  82, 936  82 

The  sales  of  the  bell,  lamps,  and  church-furniture  were  set- 
tled for  by  Mr.  Foster,  with  Henry  B.  Smith,  Treasurer, 
and  duly  accounted  for  in  said  Treasurer's  account. 

Balance  of  account  due  from  Henry  B.  Smith,  Treasurer, 

1847,  paid  the  referee, 15  91 

$952  73 
Signed,  Michaei.  Shepard,  Referee. 

Salem,  May  31,  1849. 

And  thus  was  the  money  appropriated  at  last,  just  as  the  Proprietors'  Com- 
mittee had  wished  to  appropriate  it,  before  the  suit  was  commenced  by  Mr. 
Millett.  Upon  other  parts  of  the  foregoing  statement  of  facts,  we  leave  the 
candid  to  make  their  own  comments.  The  Proprietors,  by  a  very  great  ma- 
jority, were  determined  that  the  debts  of  the  corporation  should  be  honora- 
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bly  paid.  And  they  could  not,  therefore,  leave  in  the  hands  of  the  minority 
the  property  which  had  been  set  apart  for  this  purpose, — although  the  minor- 
ity were  ready  to  assume  the  debts,  if  they  could  be  allowed  to  retain  the 
property.  The  church-plate  is  held  by  the  minority,  under  bonds ;  and  the 
house  of  worship  is  occupied,  without  the  possession  of  the  keys  of  the  Pro- 
prietors. Those  who  had  the  possession.  May  4,  1847,  have  never  surren- 
dered the  least  part  of  their  legal  right  in  the  church-plate,  or  the  house  of 
worship. 

[p.  114.] 

We  have  in  mind  a  small  Council,  convened  in  the  early  part  of  the  year 
1775, — by  a  Letter  Missive  of  "  fourteen  brethren,"  "  representing  that  the 
Boston  Presbytery,  sitting  in  Salem,  in  September  last,  had  declared  them, 
(together  with  many  sisters  of  the  Church,  provided  they  did  not  return  in 
the  time  limited,  now  past,)  to  be  dismissed,  ^c,  but  without  censure ;  and 
requesting  advice  and  assistance  in  a  re-establishment  of  church-order."  The 
Council  proceeded  to  organize  "  the  fourteen  brethren,"  with  a  larger  num- 
ber of  females,  and  formally  recognized  them  as  a  sister  Church  in  good  and 
regular  standing.  Having  done  thus,  they  voted,  that  "m  a  reasonable  and 
just  construction^^  they  were  the  very  Church  from  which  they  had  been  dis- 
missed, and  from  which  they  had  previously  withdrawn;  not,  however,  the 
Church  as  it  then  was, — or  as  it  was  ivhen  those  brethren  withdrtiv  from  it, — 
or  as  it  was  when  some  of  them  were  its  Presbyterian  elders ; — but  as  it  was, 
twelve  years  previous.  This  was  about  equal  to  the  doings  of  the  first,  or 
of  the  last  Ex  parte  Council,  at  Howard  Street.  "  We  speak  as  unto  wise 
men."     They  ma.y  "judge"! 


Letter  3Iissive  for  the  Mutual  Council,  April  14,  1847. 

The  Howard  Street  Church  to  the  Church  in  Lynn,  sendelh  greeting: 

Rev.  and  Beloved, — Our  Pastor,  the  Rev.  Joel  Mann,  having  renewed 
his  request  for  the  calling  of  an  Ecclesiastical  Council  to  dissolve  the  pas- 
toral relation  subsisting  between  us,  if  it  be  found  expedient,  and  we  hav- 
ing acceded  to  his  request,  you  are  hereby  invited  to  attend,  by  your  pastor 
and  a  delegate,  to  consider  and  act  on  that  subject,  and  to  give  such  advice 
as  may  be  found  needful  in  connection  with  your  result,  on  Wednesday  next, 
at  9  o'clock,  A.  M.,  at  the  Vestry  of  said  Church. 

With  Christian  salutations  and  love,  we  are  your  brethren  in  Christ, 

J.  Mann,  Pastor. 
George  H.  Smith,  >      Com.  of 

Salem,  Jipril  7,  1847.  Isaac  P.  Foster,    ^  the  Church. 

The  other  Churches  invited  are  the  Crombie  Street,  Salem,  Washington 
Street,  Beverly,  North  and  South  Danvers,  and  Marblehead. 

In  a  letter  of  Rev.  Mr.  Mann,— Kingston,  R.  I.,  Oct.  19,  1849,— it  is  said  : 
"I  desire  it  to  be  understood  and  distinctly  stated,  that  I  did  not  advise  a 
single  member  of  the  dismissing  Council  to  recommend  the  dissolution  of 
the  Howard  Street  Church.  I  knew  not  that  such  a  step  was  contemplated, 
until  I  learned,  t|iat  it  had  been  agitated  in  the  first  Council.  Learning  that, 
I  remarked  to  some  friends,  that  I  should  not  be  surprised  if  the  second 
Council  should  recommend  a  dissolution.  So  far  as  I  know,  the  measure 
originated  ivholly  in  the  view  which  the  Council  had  of  the  exigencies  of  the 
case.  It  is  much  to  be  regretted,  that  the  Ex  parte  Council  did  not  take 
ground  with  their  brethren,  as  to  the  fact  of  dissolution,  and  then,  if  they 
deemed  it  best,  advise  the  formation  of  a  new  Church.  This  would  have 
avoided  all  disputation." 
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DR.  HITCHCOCK'S  EEMONSTRANCE. 

I  agree,  substantially,  with  the  Council  in  regard  to  the  facts  in  this  case, 
which  are  these.  In  the  year  1847,  a  Mutual  Council,  called  by  the  Howard 
Street  Church  in  Salem  and  their  pastor.  Rev.  Mr.  Mann,  advised  said 
Church  to  dissolve,  as  a  Church,  providing  letters  of  recommendation  for 
each  member,  by  which  each  one  could  unite  with  some  other  Church  at  his 
own  election.  In  the  same  year,  after  due  deliberation,  the  Howard  Street 
Church  voted  thus  to  dissolve ;  seventeen  voting  for  the  dissolution,  and  ten 
against  it.  In  the  year  1849,  Mr.  Ezekiel  Goss,  a  member  of  the  Tabernacle 
Church  in  Salem,  requested  a  letter  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to 
the  Howard  Street  Church  ;  the  said  ten  who  voted  against  dissolving  the 
said  Church  claiming  to  be  the  Howard  Street  Church,  as  though  no  vote  of 
dissolution  had  been  passed  by  the  majority.  To  that  request  the  Taberna- 
cle Church  objected,  because  in  their  opinion,  there  is  no  such  body  as  the 
Howard  Street  Church,  regularly  organized,  and  because  of  some  alleged 
irregularity  in  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Goss.  Mr.  Goss  having  asked  a  reference 
of  his  request  to  a  Mutual  Council,  and  having  been  refused,  called  an  Ex 
parte  Council  for  advice.  The  Council,  thus  called,  have  voted  to  sustain 
Mr.  Goss,  and  if  need  be,  to  recommend  him  to  the  Howard  Street  Church, 
and  also  that  the  persons  now  claiming  to  be  the  Howard  Street  Church  are 
said  Church  as  it  originally  existed. 

Against  this  action  of  the  Council,  the  subscriber  begs  leave,  with  feel- 
ings of  great  deference,  and  the  high  personal  regard  which  he  entertains 
for  each  member  of  the  Council,  to  enter  his  remonstrance,  including  the 
following  objections. 

[The  first  objection,  which  relates  to  the  case  of  Mr.  Goss,  has  been  already 
cited  in  full,  on  pages  33  and  34,  of  the  preceding  Keview.] 

2.  I  am  so  unfortunate  as  to  differ  in  opinion  from  the  Council  in  regard 
to  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  Howard  Street  Church.  But  here  I 
wish  to  say,  once  for  all,  that  towards  the  individuals  claiming  to  be  said 
Church,  I  have  none  but  the  kindest  feelings.  With  some  of  them  I  have 
had  a  pleasant  acquaintance ;  they  having  been  once  members  of  my  con- 
gregation. I  should  love  to  gratify  them  all  by  my  vote  on  this  occasion, 
if  I  could  do  it  conscientiously.     But  these  are  my  difBculties. 

Is  the  vote  to  dissolve  said  Church,  by  the  majority  of  its  members  to  be 
pronounced  a  nullity,  on  account  of  its  nature,  its  conditions,  or  its  inherent 
wrongfulness  ?  If  so,  then  all  proceedings  growing  out  of  it,  and  based 
upon  it  are  alike  nullity.  "  From  nothing  nothing  can  come."  The  letters 
of  recommendation  to  its  members  are  a  nullity,  the  reception  of  some  of 
them  into  various  Churches  is  a  nullity  ;  they  are  still  members  of  Howard 
Street  Church,  and  as  such  have  the  right  to  act  and  decide,  in  said  Church, 
on  all  matters  of  importance  that  may  come  before  it.  It  follows  that  the 
persons  claiming  to  be  Howard  Street  Church,  before  this  Council,  are  such 
only  in  part,  and  all  their  acts  as  such  part  are  null  and  void.  Their  act  in 
withdrawing  fellowship  from  or  excommunicating,  all  those  members  who 
took  and  used,  in  a  proper  manner,  their  letters  of  recommendation,  has  no 
force.  Shall  we  decide  that  the  act  of  the  very  same  men,  on  the  same 
time,  in  dissolving  a  Church,  is  nothing,  and  their  act  in  recommending 
members  is  sound  and  good  ?  especially,  as  this  latter  act,  the  granting  of 
commendatory  letters,  is  based  upon  the  former,  the  dissolving  of  the 
Church  ? 

Can  we  decide  that  the  vote  to  dissolve  the  Church  is  a  nullity,  because 
it  is  not  lawful,  in  any  case,  for  a  Church  to  dissolve  itself?  In  looking  at 
this  question,  it  may  be  well  to  inquire  what  right  any  competent  number  of 
18 
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persons  have  to  form  a  Church  ?  The  answer  is,  that  they  have  the  right  to 
do  so,  when  they  believe,  by  so  doing,  they  can  best  enjoy  the  public  wor- 
ship and  ordinances  of  the  gospel,  and  exert  a  greater  and  better  influence 
upon  the  world.  Now  if,  upon  experiment,  they  find  that  these  ends  are  not 
accomplished  by  their  organization,  and  can  be  better  answered  by  dissolv- 
ing, have  they  not  the  right  to  dissolve  ?  Is  it  not  as  clearly  their  duty  to  do 
so,  as  it  was  to  form  ?  Is  not  the  act  of  dissolving,  in  its  nature,  as  lawful 
as  the  act  of  forming  ?  Have  not  sundry  Churches  acted  on  this  principle, 
without  rebuke  ?  Was  not  the  Robinson  Church  in  Middleboro'  dissolved 
on  this  principle  ?  and  the  late  Church  in  Boston  which  worshipped  in  the 
Marlboro'  Chapel  ?  and  more  recently  a  Church  in  Charlestown  ?  and  others  ? 
Were  these  acts  of  dissolution  all  unlawful,  and  therefore  a  nullity  ?  And 
who  is  to  judge  whether  any  particular  Church  does  answer  the  proper  ends 
of  its  organization  ?  Is  it  not  clear  that  this  question  must  be  left  to  the 
decision  of  the  brethren  constituting  such  Church  ?  As  there  is  no  power 
that  can  enjoin  upon  any  number  of  persons  to  form  a  Church,  or  hinder 
them  from  doing  so,  it  follows  that  they  are  the  sole  judges  on  the  question 
of  dissolution.  Advice  may  be  asked,  and  given,  and  taken,  but  the  decision 
of  the  brethren  is  valid  and  final.     Their  act,  in  dissolving,  is  a  lawful  one. 

The  merits  of  the  question,  whether  Howard  Street  Church,  previously  to 
the  vote  of  dissolution,  accomplished,  in  a  proper  manner,  the  ends  of  its 
organization,  are  not  before  this  Council.  The  party  calling  us  admits  that 
the  Mutual  Council  which  recommended  its  dissolution,  did  so  for  the  alleged 
reason,  that  Christian  discipline  could  not  be  maintained  in  said  Church. 
And  no  proof  has  been  adduced  to  show  that  it  could  be.  No  one  has 
ever  said  that  it  could  be.  The  Result  of  that  Council  has  been  refused  to 
us,  though  called  for;  and  it  was  in  evidence,  that  it  could,  in  all  probability, 
be  easily  obtained.  In  regard  to  the  merits  of  this  question,  we  have  only 
these  two  facts.  The  one,  that  a  Mutual  Council  of  sister  churches,  in  the 
neighborhood  of  Howard  Street  Church,  advised  to  its  dissolution.  How 
came  they  to  do  so  ?  What  thought  would  be  further  from  the  minds  of  a 
Mutual  Council,  formed  by  Churches  in  the  immediate  neighborhood  of  the 
Church  in  Braintree,  or  of  Mount  Vernon  Church,  Boston,  than  the  thought 
of  advising  to  the  dissolution  of  either  of  those  Churches  ?  Must  there  not 
have  been  great  want  of  order,  at  the  time,  in  Howard  Street  Church  ?  The 
other  fact  is  this.  It  is  in  evidence  before  this  Council,  that  such  were  the 
difficulties  in  Howard  Street  Church,  at  the  time  of  the  vote  to  dissolve,  that 
numbers  of  the  brethren  refused  to  attend  her  meetings.  Into  this  state  of 
things  this  Council  has  not  been  permitted  to  cast  a  glance.  The  question, 
as  laid  before  us,  by  the  party  calling  us,  has  been,  virtually  this,  was  not 
the  vote  to  dissolve  the  Church,  so  far  technically  wrong,  wrong  in  regard  to 
the  order  of  business,  as  to  be  null  and  void  ? 

It  is  a  well  known  rule  that  our  Churches  ought  not  to  dismiss  their  mem- 
bers to  the  world.  They  can  only  be  severed  from  the  Church  by  death,  or 
by  excommunication,  or  by  removal  to  some  other  Church.  On  this  ground 
it  is  contended,  that  no  Church  can  dissolve  itself,  because,  though  as  in  the 
case  of  Howard  Street  Church,  letters  of  recommendation  are  provided  for 
every  member,  yet  there  is  no  security  that  they  will  be  accepted,  and  prop- 
erly used ;  and  if  not,  members  will  be  virtually  dismissed  to  the  world. 
This,  as  it  appears  to  me,  is  a  liability  to  which  all  Churches  are  necessarily 
exposed,  without  their  own  fault.  We  give  letters  of  dismission  and  recom- 
mendation to  our  members  going  West,  to  Missouri,  to  Minesota,  to  Ore- 
gon, to  California,  without  any  security  that  they  will  ever  be  used  in  a 
proper  manner.  And  if  not,  as  our  brethren  are  gone  beyond  our  call,  they 
are  virtually  dismissed  to  the  world.  The  fault  and  the  responsibility  are 
theirs  and  not  ours.  This  argument,  therefore,  against  the  right  of  a  Church 
to  dissolve  itself,  if  it  prove  any  thing,  proves  too  much,  viz.,  that  we  can 
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never  give  a  letter  of  dismission  and  recommendation  to  a  member  of  the 
Church,  unless  he  will  come  under  bonds  to  keep  within  hailing  distance. 

Can  it  be  said  in  truth,  that  when  a  Church  votes  to  dissolve  itself, 
providing  letters  of  recommendation  for  all  its  members,  they  are  thereby 
cast  out  upon  the  world  ?  Does  not  every  well-ordered  Church  hold  fellow- 
ship, not  only  with  all  the  members  of  all  other  Churches,  but  also,  with  all 
such  as  have  good  letters  of  recommendation,  and  admit  them  to  occasional 
communion,  where  Christian  character  is  maintained  ?  Yea,  do  they  not  go 
further,  and  when  a  Church,  as  in  some  cases  has  occurred,  is  dissolved  by 
decay,  and  removals,  till  but  one  member  remains,  take  parol  evidence  in  the 
case  of  that  one,  instead  of  a  letter,  this  being  the  highest  evidence  the  case 
admits  ?  To  suggest  that  some  members  of  a  Church  voting  to  dissolve, 
may  know  of  no  Church  with  which  they  are  willing  to  unite,  is  to  cast  re- 
proach upon  them  for  their  want  of  attainment  in  "  the  bond  of  perfectness." 
Such  a. thing  should  never  be  said  respecting  our  brethren,  without  the  most 
stubborn  evidence,  the  direst  necessity. 

Can  we  decide  that  the  vote  to  dissolve  Howard  Street  Church  is  a  nullity, 
because  the  members  were  not  all  agreed  in  the  vote,  because  there  was  a 
minority,  and  therefore,  that  the  minority  are  now  the  Church  ?  If  we  take 
this  ground,  we  virtually,  if  not  explicitly,  declare  that  the  minority,  have 
the  right  to  veto  and  nullify  the  act  of  the  majority.  The  majority  decide 
that  Howard  Street  Church  is  not.  The  minority  decide  that  it  is,  and  this 
Council  say  the  minority  is  to  be  sustained  in  their  decision.  It  seems  idle 
to  attempt  to  conceal  this  point.  The  facts  speak  for  themselves,  and  intel- 
ligent and  unbiassed  men  have  ears  to  hear,  and  they  will  hear.  Now  this 
principle,  that  a  few  can  thus  control  the  many,  appears  to  me  a  doctrine  of 
despotism,  to  which  I  am  persuaded  my  neck  was  never  made  to  bow.  I 
have  given  thanks  to  God  for  many  years  that  I  and  my  children  are  gov- 
erned by  majorities,  and  not  by  a  few.  There  is  an  inherent  probability  that 
many  will  not  be  so  likely  to  err  as  few.  "  In  the  multitude  of  counsellors 
there  is  safety."  Any  action  which  shall  sanction  the  existence  of  an  aris- 
tocratic minority  in  our  Churches  is  entitled  to  receive  my  serious,  but  feeble 
and  fallible  remonstrance.  I  am  aware  that  majorities  may,  and  sometimes 
do  act,  oppressively,  and  when  they  do,  it  is  very  desirable  to  afford  all  con- 
sistent relief  possible,  to  the  individual  or  the  few  who  constitute  the  minor- 
ity. But  in  attempting  this  relief  should  we  not  use  all  precaution  against 
inflicting  greater  injury  upon  large  communities?  And  will  not  our  con- 
ceding the  principle  that,  in  some  instances,  a  minority  may  exercise  the 
veto  against  the  act  of  the  majority,  expose  our  Churches  to  great  confusion 
and  dissension  ?  Who  shall  bound  or  limit  the  instances  in  which  this  power 
may  be  used  ?  Who  is  willing  to  belong  to  an  association  in  which  a  minor- 
ity of  one  or  a  few  can  block  the  action  of  the  whole  body  ?  What  sound 
lawyer  or  financier  would  advise  a  man  to  invest  property  in  an  association 
thus  managed  ? 

I  have  been  aware,  for  some  years,  that  a  desire  is  floating  in  the  commu- 
nity to  impose  some  check  upon  the  action  of  majorities.  More  than  once 
have  I  been  asked  if  I  could  not  suggest  some  method  by  which  this  could 
be  accomplished.  I  have  never  seen  the  subject  before  any  grave  body  of 
good  men  until  the  late  meeting  of  this  Council.  It  seems  that  now  a  begin- 
ning is  to  be  made  in  the  work,  a  new  rule  of  action  introduced,  even  this, 
that  in  matters  touching  the  alteration  or  dissolution  of  a  covenant,  major- 
ities shall  not  rule,  and  minorities  shall  have  the  right  of  a  veto  upon  their 
action.  But  is  not  the  remedy  worse  than  the  disease  ?  Be  it  so,  that  ma- 
jorities sometimes  act  oppressively.  What  then  ?  Are  we  sure  that  minor- 
ities will  not,  if  they  have  the  power  ?  Has  power  in  the  hands  of  one  or  a 
few  never  been  abused  ?  Let  us  not  do  a  thing  in  our  haste,  which  we  shall 
not  love  afterwards. 

An  attempt  is  made  to  represent  this  as  an  exempt  case.    The  reasoning 
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is,  that  while,  in  the  greater  part  of  the  proceedings  of  a  Church,  the  major- 
ity should  rule,  in  cases  like  this,  where  the  action  respects  a  covenant,  a 
constitutional  basis,  a  majority  should  not  be  allowed  to  decide.  I  am  well 
aware  that  there  are  cases  in  regard  to  civil  constitutions,  where  a  constitu- 
tional provision  is  made  for  a  peculiar  quorum,  either  two- thirds  or  three- 
four4,hs  being  required  to  render  the  action  valid.  But  in  all  cases,  where 
no  such  constitutional  provision  exists,  a  majority  is  a  quorum.  Have  we 
any  such  constitutional  provision  for  a  peculiar  quorum  in  our  Churches,  in 
regard  to  acts  pertaining  to  a  covenant  or  constitution  ?  If  so,  when  and 
where  did  it  originate  ?  If  not,  a  majority  is  a  quorum,  and  its  acts  are  valid 
and  final.  Church  covenants  have  been  revised  and  altered  in  numerous  in- 
stances, and  since  the  days  of  Jonathan  Edwards,  some  scores  of  half-way 
covenants  have  been  dissolved.  Was  this  not  done  by  majorities  ?  Was 
Edwards  obliged  to  wait  till  every  man  in  the  Church  would  agree  to  abolish 
a  half-way  covenant  before  the  thing  could  be  done  ?  Let  us  look  to  the  fu- 
ture. We  are  now  mourning  the  general  withdrawing  of  the  Holy  Spirit 
from  the  young.  The  Churches  are  dwindling.  This  was  the  case  with  our 
fathers,  and  in  their  alarm  lest  Church  after  Church  should  become  extinct, 
they  invented  the  half-way  covenant.  May  not  our  children  do  the  same 
thing,  or  something  worse  ?  It  belongs  to  the  very  genius  of  Congregation- 
alism to  have  the  right  to  modify  a  covenant,  because  it  arose  and  has  lived 
in  opposition  to  an  established  religion.  If  we  may  not  modify  a  covenant, 
we  have  as  truly  an  established  religion  as  any  in  the  world.  Any  obstruc- 
tions which  we  throw  in  the  way  of  so  doing,  would  be  suicidal.  If  the 
next  generation  shall  introduce  un-Christian  covenants,  and  some  future 
Edwards  shall  be  raised  up  to  reform  the  Churches,  shall  we  hamper  him 
with  the  rule  that  on  such  a  subject,  a  majority  shall  not  govern,  and  all  the 
stereotyped  heresy,  and  petrified  folly  which  a  godless  generation  shall  have 
thrust  into  church-covenants,  must  stand  till  every  member  of  the  Church 
shall  agree  to  their  removal  ? 

For  myself  I  certainly  would  not  demand  more  than  a  majority  in  any 
Episcopal  Church,  to  dissolve  her  covenant  of  baptismal  regeneration,  nor 
would  I  ask  for  more  in  any  Baptist  Church  to  abolish  her  covenant  of  close 
communion.  It  is  self-evident  that  any  authority  which  can  modify  a  cove- 
nant, can  abolish  it.  The  apostle  appealed  to  our  common  sense  when  he 
declared  that  only  such  things  as  cannot  be  shaken  are  the  things  that  re- 
main. 1  therefore  enter  my  remonstrance  against  the  proposed  rule,  that 
no  Church  can  be  dissolved  until  every  member  consents.  Have  not  articles 
been  introduced  recently  into  some  of  our  Churches,  prohibiting  the  admis- 
sion of  such  men,  hereafter,  as  traffic,  or  dabble  improperly,  with  alcohol  or 
slavery  ?  And  is  it  ever  required  that  every  member  must  agree  to  such  an 
act,  to  render  it  valid  and  binding  ? 

What  effect  would  the  above  named  rule  have  upon  the  question  of  prop- 
erty ?  If  the  vote  of  the  majority  to  dissolve  Howard  Street  Church  is  in- 
valid and  a  nullity,  and  those  constituting  the  minority  are  now  the  veritable 
old  Howard  Street  Church,  then,  as  we  are  told  by  high  legal  authority,  all 
the  property  belonging  to  said  Church,  at  the  time  of  the  vote  to  dissolve, 
belongs  now  to  the  minority.  The  same  would  be  as  true  had  the  minority 
been  but  one.  Is  this  according  to  the  law  of  righteousness,  the  law  of 
Christ  ?  Is  there  here  no  temptation  to  man  to  constitute  himself  a  minority  ? 
no  bounty  upon  disagreement  among  brethren  ?  Can  it  be  that  a  Christian 
Council  will  sanction  such  a  principle  ?  There  is  something  in  man's 
heart  which  led  the  great  Guardian  of  right  to  declare,  "  Thou  shalt  not 
covet."  Shall  we,  by  our  decision,  add  provocatives  to  nature  on  such  a 
point  ? 

With  these  thoughts,  I  remain  the  Council's  most  affectionate  brother, 

Calvin  Hitchcock, 
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PROCEEDINGS 


ECCLESIASTICAL   COUNCIL 


HELD    IN 


WASHING^TON,    D.    C, 


January  13-16,   1869. 


standard  Press,  New  Bedford,  Mass. 


MINUTES. 


An  Ecclesiastical  Council  convened  in  the  Church-building  of  the 
First  Congregational  Church'in  Washington,  D.  C,  on  Wednesday, 
January  13,  1869,  at  eleven  o'clock,  a.  m.,  in  accordance  with  let- 
ters-missive in  form  as  follows  : 

Nov.  9,  1868. 
The  First  Congregational  Cliurcli  in  "Washington,  D.  C,  to  tlie  Congrega- 
tional Clmrcli  under  the  pastoral  care  of  Eev. . 

Bevercnd  and  Beloved  : 

You  have  heard  that  there  are  some  difficulties  in  this  church.  We  first 
endeavored  to  settle  them  by  a  committee  of  our  own  number.  We  in- 
tended, if  this  should  fail,  to  ask  the  advice  of  our  sister  churches.  Before 
the  committee  could  make  its  final  report,  an  ex-parte  Council  was  demanded 
by  a  minority  of  the  church.  Upon  our  representation,  the  ex-parte  Council ' 
was  not  held. 

At  the  request  of  our  pastor,  a  mutual  Council,  to  consider  all  our  diffi- 
culties, was  called,  —  he  asking  that  the  minority  should  be  represented  on 
the  Council  by  churches  of  their  own  selection.  Such  churches  were  agreed 
upon,  but  those  of  the  committee  representing  the  minority  refused  to  sign 
the  letter-missive,  though  drawn  in  exact  accordance  with  the  action  of  the 
church ;  and  thus  the  Council  was  defeated  by  them.  The  pastor,  on  the 
sixth  of  September,  offered  his  resignation,  which  of  course  involved  a 
Council.  A  large  majority  of  the  church  and  pew-holders  requested  him  to 
withdraw  this,  and  he  did  so  on  the  eighteenth  of  October,  and  at  the  same 
time  presented  his  request  for  a  mutual  Council. 

This  request  the  church  granted. 

We  therefore  invite  your  attendance,  by  pastor  and  delegate,  at  a  mutual 
Council  to  be  held  at  our  church-edifice,  on  the  corner  of  G  and  Tenth 
streets,  in  this  city,  on  Wednesday,  the  thirteenth   day  of  January  next,  at. 


eleven  o'clock,  a.  m.,  to  hear  such  statements  as  may  be  made  by  the  church 
and  pastor,  or  either  of  them,  concerning  our  affairs,  and  to  advise  with  us 
in  regard  to  our  difficulties,  our  interests,  and  our  wants. 
Wishing  you  grace,  mercy,  and  peace, 

We  subscribe  ourselves,  yours, 

Chakles  B.  Boynton,  Pastor. 

J.  W.  EUMSEY, 

K.  H.  Stevens, 
A.  B.  Bartlett, 
H.  C.  Spekcek, 
J.  S.  Delano, 
A.  L.  Stuktevant, 

Committee  of  the  Church. 
The  churches  invited  are  : 
Church  under  pastoral  care  of  Rev.  11.  S.  Storrs,  Jr.,  b.d.,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y. 
"        "  "  "  "      H.  W.  Beecher,  "  •' 

"        "  "  "  "      J.  P.  Thompson,  D.  D.,  New  York. 

"        "  "  "  "      J.  C.  Holbrook,  d.  d..  Homer,  N.  Y. 

"        "  "  *<  "     Edward  Strong,  d.  d.,  Pittsfield,  Mass. 

"        "  "  "  "      H.  M.  Parsons,  Springfield,  Mass, 

"        "  "  "  "      A.  H.  Quint,  D.  r>..  New  Bedford  Mass. 

"        "  "  "  "      Mr.  Goodell,  New  Britain,  Conn. 

"        "  "  "  "      Samuel  Wolcott,  r>.  D.,  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

"        "  "  "  "      H.  D.  Moore,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

"        "  "  "  "      Charles  G.  Finney,  Oberlin,  Ohio. 

"        "  "  "  "      Plavel  Bascom,  Princeton,  111. 

[And,  by  subsequent  letter,  the  church  under  the  care  of  Rev.  C.  E.  Lord, 
Chester,  Vt.] 
Suitable  accommodation  will  be  provided  for  pastors  and  delegates. 

Rev.  Samuel  Wolcott,  d.  d.,  of  Cleveland,  Ohio,  called  to  order, 
and  ascertained  that  a  majority  of  the  churches  invited  were  repre- 
sented. 

The  Council  then  organizecl,  by  choosing  Rev.  Joseph  P.  Thomp- 
son, D.  D.,  of  New  York,  Moderator ;  and  Rev.  Alonzo  H.  Quint, 
D.  D.,  of  New  Bedford,  Mass.,  Scribe. 

The  Roll  of  the  Council  was  made  up  as  follows  : 
From  the  Tabernacle  church.  New  York  city, 

Rev.  Joseph  P.  Thompson,  d.  d..  Pastor, 
Dea.  William  H.  Smith,  Delegate. 
From  the  Church  of  the  Pilgrims,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y., 
Rev.  Richard  S.  Storrs,  Jr.,  d.  d..  Pastor, 
Dea.  Richard  P.  Buck,  Delegate. 
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From  the  Plymouth  church,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y., 

Dca.  Charles  C.  Duncan,  Delegate. 
From  the  church  in  Homer,  N.  Y., 

Rev.  John  C.  Holbrook,  d.  d.,  Pastor, 

Dea.  Ebenezer  G.  Eanney,  Delegate. 
From  the  Second  church,  Pittsficld,  Mass., 

Bro.  Willard  Carpenter,  Deleg£j,te. 
From  the  First  church,  Springfield,  Mass., 

Eev.  Henry  M.  Parsons,  Pastor, 

Bro.  Henry  Morris,  Delegate. 
From  the  North  Congregational  church,  New  Bedford,  Mass., 

Rev.  Alonzo  H.  Quint,  d.  d..  Pastor. 
From  the  church  in  New  Britain,  Conn., 

None. 
From  the  Plymouth  church,  Cleveland,  Ohio, 

Rev.  Samuel  Wolcott,  d.  d..  Pastor, 

Bro.  Lucius  F.  Mellen,  Delegate. 
From  the  Vine  Street  church,  Cincinnati,  Ohio, 

Rev.  Henry  D.  Moore,  Pastor, 

Bro.  Joseph  P.  Walker,  m.  d,,  Delegate. 
From  the  First  church,  Oberlin,  Ohio, 

None. 
From  the  church  in  Princeton,  111., 

Rev.  Flavel  Bascom,  Pastor, 

Bro.  William  Converse,  m.  d..  Delegate, 
From  the  church  in  Chester,  Vfc., 

Rev.  Charles  E.  Lord,  Pastor. 

The  letter-missive  was  read  by  the  Moderator,  upon  which  it  ap- 
peared that  the  Council  was  properly  constituted ;  and  the  Moder- 
ator opened  its  proceedings  with  prayer. 

The  Council  then  declaring  itself  ready  to  receive  statements, 
upon  the  subjects  proposed  in  the  letter-missive,  — 

Papers  were  read  by  Rev.  Dr.  Boynton,  pastor  of  the  church, 
and  by  Dr.  Hiram  Barber,  in  behalf  of  the  committee  of  the  church  ; 
and  copies  of  correspondence  between  the  committee  and  certain 
disaffected  members,  regarding  the  calling  of  this  Council,  were 
also  presented.     It  was  then 

Voted,  That  having  heard  statements  presented  by  the  pastor  and  the 
committee  of  the  church,  and  also  correspondence  between  the  committee 


and  certain  disaffected  members  of  the  church,  the  Council  is  now  ready  to 
proceed  to  hear  from  such  disaffected  members  such  statements  as  they,  by  ■ 
a  committee,  may  desire  to  present,  upon  the  matters  covered  by  the  state- 
ments of  the  pastor  and  the  committee,  and  referred  to  in  the  letter-missive. 

Bro.  William  F.  Bascom,  a  member  of  the  chm'ch,  tlien  proceeded 
to  present  some  statements  of  the.  views  of  disaffected  members. 
But  there  having  arisen  a  question  as  to  the  extent  to  which  such 
members  might  present  their  statements,  or  the  Council  might  con^ 
sider  them,  it  was 

Voted,  That  the  Council  understands  that  the  letter-missive,  by  which  it 
is  convened,  authorizes  and  requires  it  to  investigate,  as  far  as  it  deems 
proper,  all  matters  bearing  on  "  the  difficulties,  interests,  and  wants"  of  the 
church  calling  it ;  and  to  give  advice  as  to  what  will  be  likely  to  heal  or 
remove  those  difficulties,  promote  those  interests,  and  meet  those  wants. 

It  was  also  Voted,  That  the  Moderator  now  ask  the  pastor  of  the  church, 
the  committee  of  the  church,  and  those  persons  who  appear  to  represent 
disaffected  members,  respectively,  Avhether  they  agree  with  this  understand- 
ing of  the  letter-missive. 

The  Moderator  then  asking  this  question  as  directed,  Bros.  Will- 
iam F.  Bascom  and  Oliver  O.  Howard,  for  disaffected  members, 
accepted  fully  this  understanding  of  the  Council.  But,  some  dis- 
cussion ensuing  with  the  pastor  and  committee  of  the  church,  it  was 

Voted,  To  appoint  a  committee  of  three  to  confer  with  the  pastor  and 
committee  of  the  church. 

And  Rev.  Henry  M.  Parsons,  Eev.  Samuel  Wolcott,  d.  d.,  and 
Dea.  William  H.  Smith,  were  appointed  such  committee. 

It  was  then  Voted,  That  the  Council  take  a  recess  until  half-past  sis 
o'clock,  V.  M. 

The  Council  re-assembled  at  half-past  sis  o'clock,  p.  m.,  and  its 
session  was  opened  with  prayer  by  Rev.  Dr.  Wolcott. 

The  minutes  of  the  preceding  session  were  read  and  approved. 

Voted,  That  the  Council  meet  in  the  morning  at  nine  o'clock;  that  at  one 
o'clock,  p.  M.,  a  recess  of  half  an  hour  be  taken ;  aud  a  recess  from  four 
o'clock,  p.  M.,  to  half-past  six  o'clock,  p.  m. 

The  committee  appointed  to  meet  and  confer  with  the  pastor  and 
committee  of  the  church,  reported  that  "  the  pastor  and  committee 
accept  the  understanding  of  the  letter-missive  as  declared  by  the 
Council ;  with  the  common  understanding  that  these  three  principles 


are  held,  viz. :  1.  That  of  the  self-government  of  the  local  church. 
2.  That  a  majority  governs,  in  the  church.  3.  That  a  minority  in 
a  church  is  not  to  be  recognized  as  an  organized  body." 

The  report  was  unanimously  accepted. 

Eev.  Dr.  Boynton  then  laid  before  the  Council  the  following  ques- 
tions, upon  which  the  pastor  and  church  desired  answers  : 

1.  Is  this  church  truly  CoBgregational  iu  its  theory  or  its  practice ;  and 
has  the  pastor,  ia  his  teachings  or  his  practice,  departed  iu  any  degree  from 
the  principles  and  customs  of  our  denomination  ? 

2.  In  what  respect,  if  any,  do  the  principles  and  practice  of  this  church 
and  pastor,  in  regard  to  tlie  colored  race,  difl'er  from  those  of  a  majority  of 
the  other  Congregational  churches  of  the  laud? 

3.  Has  the  pastor  been  guilty,  as  charged  by  the  minority,  of  nnministei'- 
ial  or  unchristian  conduct,  either  in  the  neglect  of  pastoral  duty,  or  at  the 
communion  session,  or  at  the  preparatory  lectures,  or  in  any  other  essential 
particular? 

4.  Has  the  success  of  this  enterprise  been  such  as  should  satisfy  the  rea- 
sonable expectations  of  its  friends  ? 

Bro.  William  F.  Bascom  then  resumed  the  presentation  of  the 
views  of  disaffected  members,  and  continued  until  a  quarter  before 
ten  o'clock  p.  m.,  when  the  Council  adjourned,  with  prayer  by  Rev. 
Flavel  Bascom. 

The  Council  met  at  nine  o'clock,  a.  m.,  Thursday,  and  prayer  was 
offered  by  Rev.  Henry  D.  Moore. 

The  minutes  of  the  session  of  the  previous  evening  were  read 
and  approved, 

Bro.  William  F.  Bascom  then  resumed  his  presentation  of  the 
views  of  disaffected  members,  which,  with  various  questionings, 
occupied  the  time  until  the  hour  fixed  for  a  recess,  when  he  con- 
cluded. At  one  o'clock,  p.  m.,  a  recess  was  taken  until  half  past  one 
o'clock. 

The  Council  being  again  iu  session,  it  was 

Voted,  That  further  statements  from  Eev.  Dr.  Boynton,  and  the  committee 
of  the  church,  be,  at  their  request,  assigned  for  a  hearing  at  half  past  sis 
o'clock,  p.  M. 

In  behalf  of  disaffected  persons,  statements  were  made  by  Dea. 
S.  H.  Hodges  and  Bro.  O.  0.  Howard ;  and  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Cook,  a  former  applicant  for  admission  to  the  church,  was  introduced. 

A  discussion  ensued  upon  the  financial  condition  and  history  of 
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the  society,  in  the  course  of  which  the  relation  of  the  enterprise  to 
the  American  Congregational  Union  came  before  the  Council.  It 
was  then 

Voted,  That  the  examination  of  this  relation  be  referred  to  a  committee, 
to  report  in  the  evening. 

And  Rev.  H.  M.  Parsons  and  Dea.  Richard  P.  Buck  were  ap- 
pointed such  committee. 

At  four  o'clock,  p.  m.,  the  Council  took  a  recess. 

The  Council  i-esumed  its  session  at  half  past  sis  o'clock,  p.  m., 
and  prayer  was  offertsd  by  Rev.  Mr.  Lord. 

For  the  committee  upon  the  relations  of  the  society  to  the  Amer- 
ican Congregational  Union,  Rev.  Mr.  Parsons  made  the  following 
report,  which  was  accepted,  and  ordered  to  be  put  upon  the  records  : 

The  committee  appointed  to  examine  the  facts  relating  to  the  collection  of 
funds  under  the  indorsement  of  the  Congregational  Union,  find,  — 

1.  That  the  date  of  the  circular  sent  out  from  Washington,  and  indorsed 
by  Dr.  Boynton,  was  after  an  interview  between  Dr.  Boynton  and  Dr. 
Palmer,  Secretary  of  the  Union,  in  which  Dr.  Palmer  distinctly  withdrew 
the  sanction  of  the  Union  to  the  appeal  Dr.  Boynton  proposed. 

2.  That  Dr.  Boynton  told  Dr.  Palmer  he  should  use  the  old  indorsement 
made  by  Kev.  Mr.  Langworthy,  a  former  Secretary,  three  years  before. 

3.  That  W.  F.  Bascom  says  that  Dr.  Boynton  remarked  in  his  hearing 
that  he  was  refused  sanction  by  Dr.  Palmer,  but  should  use  the  old  one 
before  the  churches. 

The  pastor  and  committee  of  the  church  not  being  ready  to  pre- 
sent their  case,  a  few  minutes  were  occupied  b}^  Bro.  0.  O.  Howard. 

Rev.  Dr.  Boynton  then  presented  his  further  statements,  and  an- 
swered questions  proposed  by  members  of  the  council. 

After  brief  explanations  by  various  persons,  the  committee  of 
the  church  declared  its  statement  to  be  closed ;  and  at  half  past  ten 
o'clock,  p.  M.,  the  Council  went  into  private  session. 

In  private  session,  each  member  of  the  Council  expressed  his 
views  of  the  facts  presented.     It  was  then 

Voted,  That  Kev.  Dr.  Quint,  Rev.  Dr.  Wolcott,  and  Bro.  Henry  Morris, 
be  a  committee  to  di'aft  a  Result. 

Having  voted  to  meet  at  12  o'clock,  noon,  at  half  past  two  o'clock, 
A.  M.,  Frida}'-,  the  Council  adjourned. 


The  Council  re-assembled,  in  public  session,  at  twelve  o'clock, 
noon,  Friday.     Prayer  was  offered  by  Rev.  Dr.  Storrs. 
Rev.  Dr.  Holbrook  was  appointed  Assistant  Scribe. 

It  was  Voted,  That  the  hearing  be  re-opened,  so  far  as  to  allow  the  com- 
mittee of  the  church  to  mate  further  statements. 

Dea.  Lyman,  and  Bros.  Rumsey,  Sturtevant,  and  Bartlett,  then 
made  statements  in  behalf  of  the  church. 

At  the  close  of  these  statements,  the  committee  declared  their 
entire  satisfaction  with  the  opportunity  given  them  for  expressing 
their  views,  and  at  two  o'clock,  p.  m.. 

Voted,  That  a  recess  be  taken  until  three  o'clock,  at  which  time  the  Coun- 
cil shall  meet  in  private  session. 

The  Council  met  in  private  session  at  three  o'clock,  p.  m. 

The  committee  appointed  for  the  purpose  then  reported  a  draft 
of  Result,  which,  after  full  discussion,  was  referred  to  a  committee 
consisting  of  Rev.  Dr.  Storrs^  Rev.  Mr.  Bascom,  and  Dea.  William 
H.  Smith ;  to  which  the  former  committee  was  also  added. 

The  Council  then  adjourned. 

At  half  past  six  o'clock,  p.  m.,  the  Council  met  in  private  session, 
and  prayer  was  offered  by  R^v.  Mr.  Parsons. 

The  committee  on  Result  reported  a  draft,  which  was  fully  dis- 
cussed, and  slightly  amended.  It  was  then  adopted,  every  member 
of  the  Council  voting  in  the  affirmative,  and  is  as  follows  : 

RESULT. 

This  Council  has  assembled  at  the  call  of  the  Eirst  Congregational  Church 
in  Washington  —  a  call  occasioned  by  the  difficulties  which  have  existed  in- 
that  church  —  to  hear  the  statements  of  the  church  and  its  pastor  concern- 
ing their  affairs,  and  to  advise  with  them  "in  regard  to  their  difficulties, 
their  interests  and  their  wants."  Its  members  have  listened,  patiently  and 
with  attention,  to  all  the  statements  which  have  been  presented,  orally  or 
in  writing,  by  the  pastor,  the  committee  of  the  church,  or  the  committee 
representing  disaffected  members  of  the  church ;  and  have  desired  and  en- 
deavored to  form  such  a  judgment  upon  the  statements  thus  presented  as 
should  be  satisfactory  to  their  own  minds,  and  should  contribute  to  relieve 
the  difficulties  of  the  church,  to  promote  its  interests,  and  to  meet  its  wants. 
They  are  happy  to  recognize,  and  put  on  record,  the  fact  that  the  various 
persons  who  have  appeared  before  the  Council,  representing  various  and 


opposite  parties  in  the  church,  have  treated  each  other,  in  the  main,  with 
entire  Christian  courtesy,  and  have  evidently  sought  to  be  altogether  tem- 
perate and  accurate  in  their  representations. 

If  the  Eesult  to  which  the  Council  has  been  brought  shall  contribute,  in 
any  important  degree,  to  promote  the  harmony  and  advance  the  welfare  of 
the  church  which  has  convened  it — a  church  concerning  which  so  many 
high  and  affectionate  hopes  have  been  cherished,  not  only  by  its  own  mem- 
bers, but  among  all  the  churches  of  our  faith  and  order  throughout  the 
land— the  members  of  the  Council  will  rejoice  to  have  given  the  time  and 
effort  necessary  to  secure  an  end  so  important. 

In  the  judgment  of  this  Council  it  has  been  from  the  first  a  misfortune  to 
this  church,  and  probably,  to  some  extent,  a  source  of  its  troubles,  that  the 
pastor  of  it  has  not  been  himself  a  member  of  it,  and  that  his  ministerial 
relation  has  been,  as  it  continues  to  be,  with  a  distant  Presbytery.  A  doubt 
of  his  entire  sympathy  with  the  peculiar  Congregational  principles  and 
methods,  has  been  not  unnaturally  occasioned,  or  encouraged,  by  this  fact. 
And,  though  the  Council  finds  no  reason  to  doubt  his  entire  sincerity  in  the 
expressions  which  he  has  given  of  attachment  to  the  Congregational  sys- 
tem, which  this  church  was  established  to  represent,  it  cannot  but  feel  that 
it  would  have  been  for  the  good  of  the  church,  and  for  his  own  usefulness 
and  peace  as  its  pastor,  that  he  should  have  personally  connected  himself 
with  it. 

In  the  administration  of  the  church,  as  that  has  been  exhibited  before  us, 
certain  grave  and  dangerous  errors  n''  "^-ar  plainly  to  the  members  of  the 
Council  to  have  been  heretofore  comiii.  '■  out  of  which  has  largely  come 
the  present  unfortunate  and  threatening  condition  of  aflairs.  The  princi- 
ples affirmed  and  maintained  by  the  pastor,  and  the  majority  of  members  in 
the  church,  —  and  which,  in  theory  at  least,  we  do  not  find  to  be  denied  by 
those  who  are  opposed  to  the  continuance  of  the  present  pastoral  relation,  — ' 
are  among  the  familiar  and  elementary  principles  of  the  Cougregational 
system,  and  are  always  to  be  held  clearly  in  mind.  •  They  are  :  first,  that  the 
right  and  duty  of  self-government  inhere  in  the  local  society  of  believers ; 
while  still  such  a  society  should  recognize  all  the  obligations  which  grow 
out  of  the  fellowship  of  the  churches  :  second,  that  the  majority  of  members 
in  each  local  society  of  believers  has  the  right,  and  is  under  the  obligation, 
to  decide  in  all  cases  upon  the  course  of  action  which  this  should  pursue : 
and  third,  that  a  minority  of  members  within  a  church  cannot  properly  be 
recognized  as  an  organization. 

These  principles,  as  we  have  said,  are  correct  and  important :  are,  indeed, 
fundamental,  in  the  Congregational  polity;  and  the  pastor,  and  the  majority 
of  the  members  in  this  church,  in  adhering  steadfastly  to  them,  only  show 
their  intelligent  appreciation  of  that  system  of  ecclesiastical  order  which 
they  have  adopted. 

But  while  they  have  properly  held  these  distinctly  in  view,  they  have  at 
the  same  time,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Council,  taken  measures,  and  adopted 


courses  of  action,  wliicli  are  not  only  uncougregational,  but  practically, 
though  not  we  presume  intentionally,  unjust. 

'  How  far  this  has  originated  in  the  want  of  any  sufQcient  code  of  rules,  for 
the  guidance  of  the  church  in  the  conduct  of  its  internal  afi'airs,  it  may  not 
be  easy  to  say ;  but  the  members  of  the  Council  are  confident  that  the  pres- 
ence of  such  a  code  as  is  commonly  embraced  in  the  manuals  of  our 
churches,  would  have  saved  this  church  from  much  of  the  confusion  and 
irregularity  which  have  marked  some  of  its  important  proceedings.  They 
learned  with  great  surprise  and  regret  that  no  such  code'has  hitherto  been 
adopted  in  this  church.  And  one  of  the  most  earnest  recommendations 
which  they  have  to  make  is,  that  this  great  defect,  always  certain  to  be 
fruitful  of  mischief,  be  at  once  and  carefully  supplied. 

In  the  absence  of  such  a  code  of  rules,  defining  the  way  in  which  a  proper 
meeting  of  the  church  for  business  can  be  called,  it  has  been  the  custom 
here  for  the  pastor,  with  a  majority  or  a  moiety  of  the  deacons,  to  call  such 
meetings,  at  their  discretion;  and  petitions  for  a  meeting,  signed  by  num- 
bers of  the  members  of  the  church,  and  presented  to  the  pastor,  have  nec- 
essarily been  left  dependent  for  their  success  upon  his  personal  views  and 
feelings,  and  those  of  the  deacons  who  have  sympathized  with  him.  In 
point  of  fact,  such  efibrts  to  obtain  meetings  have  been  several  times  unsuc- 
cessful. Anything  more  utterly  foreign  than  this  arrangement  from  all  the 
principles,  and  customary  practices,  of  Congregational  churches,  it  would 
not  be  easy  to  imagine.  •  A  society  that  can  convene,  for  the  transaction  of  its 
own  business,  only  when  it  may  p^^--^  .""  ^^P  of  its  ofiicers  to  call  it  to- 
gether, might  as  well  save  itsel^  '  "  *^  *"'fouble,  and  relieve  itself  of  future 
responsibility,  by  putting  all  its  matters  into  the  hands  of  others,  to  be 
transacted  for  it. 

The  only  arrangement  made  for  a  regular  bi-monthly  business  meeting  of 
this  church,  was  made  by  a  resolution,  which  has  itself  been  set  aside  —  as, 
of  course,  it  was  liable  to  be  set  aside,  at  any  time  —  by  a  vote  of  the  ma- 
jority of  the  church;  and  no  such  meeting  has  been  held  since  the  last 
summer. 

As  the  extraordinary  power  of  convening  or  preventing  meetings  of  the 
church,  at  their  discretion,  has  thus  been  assumed  by  the  deacons  of  this 
church,  in  connection  with  the  pastor,  so  also  an  unusual  power  has  been 
exercised  by  the  deacons  in  cases  of  discipline,  without  dissent  on  the  part 
of  the  majority  of  the  church. 

In  one  case  of  discipline,  the  particulars  of  which  have  been  presented  to 
us,  it  is  affirmed,  and  conceded,  that  the  offending  brother,  having  been 
twice  visited  by  two  of  the  deacons,  but  not  by  the  pastor  —  against  whom 
his  alleged  ofifense  had  been  committed  —  was  notified  by  the  "  Board  of 
Deacons,"  as  it  has  here  been  called,  to  appear  before  a  meeting  of  the 
church,  there  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  suspended  from  the  com- 
munion and  privileges  of  .the  church.  His  case,  in  other  words,  had  been 
first  decided  upon  by  the  "  Board  of  Deacons,"  and  he  was  notified  by  that 
body,  and  not  by  the  church,  to  appear  before  the  church ;  as  "if  he  were 
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appealing  from  oue  tribunal  to  another,  to  obtain,  if  possible,  a  reversal  of 
his  sentence. 

No  proper  specifications  were  furnished  him ;  no  sufficient  time  was  al- 
lowed for  his  preparation  of  his.  defense,  if  he  wished  to  make  one :  the 
proper  preceding  steps  of  discipline  had  not  been  taken ;  and  the  action  of 
the  church,  suspending  him  from  its  communion,  was  taken  on  the  same 
night  on  which  he  had  been  notified  to  appear  before  it  —  motions  to  defer 
action  having  several  times  been  voted  down. 

In  the  whole  spirit  of  Christian  considerateness  and  justice,  as  well  as  in 
conformity  to  Congregational  principles  and  customs,  these  proceedings  can 
only  be  characterized  by  the  Council  as  having  been  radically  defective.  No 
man  or  woman  of  a  just  and  sensitive  self-respect,  would  consent  long  to 
be  exposed  to  the  perils,  to  reputation  and  happiness,  involved  in  such  a 
mode  of  conducting  church  discipline. 

It  has  been  an  unfortunate  thing,  that  in  the  examination  of  candidates 
for  admission  to  this  church  —  which  examination  has  also  been  conducted 
by  the  "  Board  of  Deacons  "  and  the  pastor  —  inquiries  should  have  been 
made  of  them  which  have  left  on  some  the  impression  that  they  could  only 
be  propounded  if  they  came  as  supporters  of  the  pastor,  and  of  the  major- 
ity who  have  sympathized  with  him.  It  is  •  especially  unfortunate  that  a 
paper  should  in  one  case  have  been  presented  by  the  pastor  himself  to  a 
number  of  those  who  desired  to  enter  the  church,  pledging  them  to  an 
agreement  with  the  views  ofi^''-^'^]f  and  his  friends.  It  is  most  of  all  un- 
fortunate, In  the  judgment  of  tHIPrs  n  -dl,  that  a  committee  of  the  church, 
speaking  in  the  name  of  a  majority  GPLl  members,  in  a  pamphlet  which  has 
been  widely  circulated,  should  have  declared  that  they  will  "  not  permit  the 
welfare  of  the  church  to  be  imperiled  in  future,"  by  the  admission  to  it  of 
any  persons  hostile  to  the  pastor.  To  add  such  a  qualification  as  this  to 
the  proper  conditions  of  membership  in  a  church  of  Christ,  is  not  merely 
an  injustice  to  individuals.  It  unsettles  the  foundations  of  the  church  itself. 
Neither  admission  to  the  church,  nor  the  discipline  of  those  embraced  in  its 
membership,  can  ever  properly  be  limited  or  inspired  by  the  opinions  of 
individuals  as  to  the  expediency  of  continuing  a  particular  pastorate. 

The  Council  finds,  that  the  conducting  of  the  business  meetings  of  the 
church  by  parliamentary  rules,  in  which  the  limitations  of  those  rules  have 
not  always  been  followed,  has  led  to  the  control  of  church  action  by  expe- 
dients out  of  harmony  with  the  fraternal  order  of  our  churches.  Question- 
able technicalites  have  sometimes  been  used,  to  the  denial  of  the  rights  of 
members.  A  greater  departure  from  right,  however,  has  been  manifest  in 
the  undue  exercise  of  power  by  a  mere  majority.  The  theory  that  the  ma- 
jority is  the  church,  itself  untrue,  has  been  pushed  to  a  disastrous  extent. 
A  majority  should  not  rule  the  minority;  it  only  decides  what  action  shall 
be  binding  on  both.  There  may  be  no  greater  tyranny  than  the  tyrann'y  of 
a  majority.  The  very  power  of  a  majority  should  make  it  patient,  tender, 
and  generous.  Even  the  assertion  that ' '  the  majority  must  rule,"  may  become 
destructive  of  that  spirit  which  should  aim  at  perfect  harmony.    In  this 
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church  there  has  been  seen  a  compact  majority,  and  a  compact  minority. 
In  both,  there  has  been  too  much  organizing  and  planning.  Business  ap- 
pears to  have  been  shaped  outside,  to  be  ratified  within  the  church.  Both 
parties  are  liable  to  censure.  The  sometimes  violent  conduct,  on  the  one 
hand,  has  provoked  arbitrary  rule  on  the  other;  while  arbitrary  rule,  on  the 
one  hand,  has  provoked  disturbance  on  the  other.  The  real  power  of  a  ma- 
jority is  in  the  moral  force  of  its  decisions.  That  force  seems  to  have  been 
inefiectual  in  this  church. 

It  has  been  a  still  greater  mistake  that  the  act  of  numbers,  either  of  the 
church,  or  of  the  deacons,  sufficient  to  constitute  a  majority,  has  been  some- 
times regarded  and  quoted  as  the  act  of  the  church,  or  of  the  Board  of  Dea- 
cons, though  those  members  had  not  met  in  an  organized  capacity. 

The  supposed  attitude  of  this  church  towards  the  colored  race  has  excited 
painful  interest  in  our  churches,  throughout  the  country.  The  facts  regard- 
ing the  application  of  three  colored  persons  for  membership  in  this  church, 
the  sermon  of  the  pastor  soon  following,  and  the  several  votes  of  the 
church,  either  indorsing  or  modifying  its  positions,  have  touched  a  sensi- 
tive nerve  in  our  denomination.  The  Council  is  not  surprised  to  find  that 
these  occurrences  have  been  the  fruitful  source  of  controversy  within  this 
church.  The  painful  fact  has  appeared  in  evidence  before  the  Council,  that 
the  reception  of  colored  children  to  the  Sunday  school  was  considered  "  an 
open  question,"  until  it  was  settled  by  the  offer  of  premiums  to  such  scholars 
as  should  bring  in  the  largest  number  of  pupils  —  which  resulted  in  the  ac- 
cession of  considerable  numbers  of  children  of  color,  and  which  was  com- 
plained of  as  * '  forestalling  "  the  consideration  of  that  subject.  There  is 
no  denial  of  the  fact  that  an  impression  has  been  made  that  this  church  is 
conscious  of  the  distinction  between  persons  of  different  races  in  its  mem- 
bership. 

The  Council  believes  that  this  unpleasant  impression  is  notfuUy  warranted 
by  facts.  It  does  not  appear  that  this  pastor  has  changed  his  life-long  con- 
victions, or  abandoned  his  life-long  and  manly  support  of  the  rights  of  the 
African  race.  There  appears  to  have  been  in  his  mind  the  idea,  and  in  fact 
he  avers  that  he  believes,  that  the  highest  success  of  that  race  will  be  achieved 
by  its  working  through  its  own  schools  and  churches ;  and  that  his  motive 
is  found  in  this  conviction  of  the  best  good  of  that  class,  and  not  in  any 
dislike  to  their  reception  to  our  churches.  The  pastor  and  church  utterly 
deny  all  sympathy  with  a  spirit  of  caste,  and  repudiate  all  its  manifestations. 

Yet  it  is  true  that  the  impression  referred  to  has  been  made ;  by  the  ser- 
mon of  the  pastor,  and  by  the  acts  of  himself  and  the  church.  That  im- 
pression has  checked  the  sympathies  of  our  denomination,  and  dried  up  the 
sources  of  further  help.  Our  churches  undoubtedly  participate  in  the  feel- 
ing of  the  minority  on  this  subject.  This  Council  feels  that  it  speaks  the 
voice  of  the  churches  when  it  asserts  that  relief  from  this  suspicion  is  in- 
dispensable, either  to  harmonize  the  parts  of  this  church,  or  to  harmonize 
this  church  itself  with  the  other  churches  of  our  denomination. 

The  Council  feels  that  this  unfortunate  impression  was  inevitable,  from 
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the  transactions  recorded.  However  carefully  qualified,  the  informing  of 
applicahts  for  membership,  and  the  teaching  in  a  sermon,  that  it  was  better 
that  that  race  remain  in  churches  of  their  own,  insured  a  belief  that  the 
church  preferred  that  distinction.  It  was  an  unhappy  event  that  this  theory 
was  introduced.  It  was  unhappy  that  it  was  introduced  at  its  particular 
time ;  and  that  it  seriously  compromised  the  position  of  some  brethren  in 
the  church  whose  public  duties  brought  them  into  immediate  relations  to 
that  race.  Those  members  were  necessarily  forced  into  an  open  antago- 
nism, in  which  their  conduct  could  not  be  considered  factious ;  it  was  devo- 
tion to  principle.  For  the  dissensions  thus  arising,  these  men  are  not 
responsible. 

It  was  not  only  unfortunate;  this  Council  believes  thatjio  such  theory  is 
in  the  proper  province  of  the  church.  The  church  of  Christ  knows  no  dis- 
tinctions of  race  or  color.  To  what  churches  any  class  of  Christians  should 
be  morally  constrained  to  join  themselves,  is  not  for  the  church  to  consider. 
It  is  settled  in  the  constitution  of  the  church  itself,  and  by  its  Divine  Head, 
that  not  the  color  of  the  skin,  but  the  character  of  the  heart,  is  the  only 
test.  There  is  neither  white  nor  black ;  —  only  redeemed  souls.  And  the 
question  of  color  ought  not  to  be  known  to  the  church. 

The  Council  believes  that  this  church  should  renew  most  -emphatic  ex- 
pression of  its  principles  —  that,  of  color,  or  race,  the  church  is  ignorant. 

On  still  another  topic  the  members  of  thS  Council  feel  constrained  to 
speak  in  condemnation  of  the  course  which  has  been  pursued  by  the  church, 
and  by  members  of  both  the  parties  into  which  unhappily  it  has  been  divided. 
We  refer  to  the  publication  of  harsh  and  irritating  pamphlets,  in  which 
many  injurious  charges  have  been  made  against  others  associated  in  the 
same  church,  —  which  charges  have  thus  been  put  into  permanent  form, 
and  then  scattered  widely  OA^er  the  land.  This  has  immensely  increased 
the  alienation  of  feeling  which  has  practically  divided  tlie  members  of  the 
church  into  two  organized  and  hostile  camps ;  and  it  has  made  far  more 
difficult  than  it  would  otherwise  have  been,  the  securing  of  such  a  recon- 
ciliation between  these  members,  as  would  at  once  remove  the  difficulties 
from  the  path  of  the  church,  and  restore  it  to  full  strength  and  prosperity. 
Such  a  publication  has  not,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Council,  been  justified 
by  any  facts  presented  to  it. 

While  the  Council  has  thus  spoken,  as  in  duty  bound,  with  the  most  per- 
fect frankness  and  freedom,  of  what  it  has  found  in  the  past  action  of  the 
church,  which  has  been  irregular,  and  of  evil  efi"ect,  it  cannot  close  this 
Ilesult  without  recognizing  the  excellent  traits  which  have  been  shown  by 
those  on  both  sides  of  this  sad  and  disastrous  controversy.  The  pastor  of 
the  church  is  a  preacher  of  distinguished  ability,  who  has  gathered  into  his 
weekly  congregation  as  large  a  number  of  worshipers  as .  statedly  attends 
on  the  services  of  any  Protestant  church  in  the  National  city.  Among 
those  who  are  specially  in  sympathy  with  him,  are  many  of  great  intelli- 
gence, and  excellence  of  character,  whose  profound  and  fervent  attachment 
to  their  pastor  is  as  creditable  to  themselves,  as  it  is  honorable  to  him. 
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While  amoug  those  opposed  to  him,  and  to  the  majority  of  the  cliurch  — 
the  parties,  reckoning  male  votes  alone,  standing  nearly  as  forty-tvjo  to  forty- 
four —  are  also  those  for  whose  Christian  character,  culture,  and  power  of 
good,  the  Council  entertain  the  highest  regard;  —  among  them  one,  espec- 
ially, whose  past  career  as  a  Christian  soldier  has  endeared  him  unspeaka- 
bly to  his  countrymen,  while  his  efforts  on  behalf  of  this  church  have  been, 
from  the  first,  a  principal  source  of  its  strength  and  success. 

The  Council  feel  that  if  these  two  parties  —  so  disastrously  divided,  and 
each  of  which  embraces  many  of  those  whom  the  church  needs,  and  miist 
have,  for  its  future  well-being  —  could  be  united  hereafter,  in  action  and  in 
feeling,  there  would  be  nothing  to  prevent  the  church  from  realizing  all, 
and  more  than  all,  that  its  most  ardent  friends  have  desired  and  prayed  for. 

Whether  it  is  possible  to  secure  this  result  while  the  present  pastoral 
relation  continues,  the  Council  is  not  prepared  to  say.  If  it  can  be,  it  will 
be  only  by  the  exercise,  to  an  unwonted  degree,  of  the  spirit  of  forbearance 
for  the  future,  and  forgiveness  for  the  past,  on  either  side;  by  a  careful 
avoidance  of  any  further  occasions  of  strife ;  and  by  an  earnest  and  univer- 
sal study  of  the  things  that  make  for  peace.  If  the  future  experience  of 
the  church  should  be  like  that  of  the  past  two  years,  it  would  only  be  an 
occasion  of  regret,  to  all  who  have  contributed  to  it,  that  it  was  ever 
established. 

We  earnestly  exhort  each  ahd  all  of  its  members,  with  the  pastor,  to  con- 
sider the  responsibilities  under  which  they  stand  to  those  churches  of  the 
Lord,  in  other  parts  of  the  land,  which  have  so  promptly  and  generously 
given  of  their  means  to  the  erection  of  this  spacious  and  beautiful  edifice, 
and  on  which  reliance  must  still  be  had  for  its  completion.  We  exhort 
them,  most  of  all,  to  recognize  constantly  their  responsibilities  to  the  Great 
Head  of  the  church,  whose  kingdom  is  to  be  greatly  advanced,  or  hindered, 
by  the  success  or  the  failure  of  this  church.  And  we  pray  them  to  resolve, 
each  for  himself,  that  no  one  of  them  will  stand  in  the  way  of  that  success 
which  is  so  important ;  or  allow  himself  to  be,  in  any  measure,  the  occasion 
of  a  failure,  so  sad,  and  vast,  and  memorable. 

After  the  adoption  of  the  Result,  it  was 

Voted,  That  the  Council  meet  in  public  session  at  ten  o'clock,  a.  m.,  Sat- 
UKDAY,  and  that  the  Eesult  be  then  read  to  the  church  and  pastor. 

Voted,  That  Kev.  Dr.  Storrs  and  Rev.  Dr.  Quint  be  a  committee  to  pub- 
lish the  minutes  of  the  Council. 

The  minutes  were  then  read  and  approved ;  and  at  ten  o'clock, 
p.  M.,  the  Council  adjourned. 

The  Council  met  at  ten  o'clock,  a.  m.,  Saturday.  In  the  absence 
of  the  Moderator,  the  Scribe  called  to  order ;  Rev.  Dr.  Holbrook 
was  appointed  to  preside,  and  opened  the  session  with  prayer. 
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The  Result  of  the  Council  was  then  publicly  read. 

Prayer  was  then  offered ;  and  remarks  were  made  by  several 
members  of  the  Council ;  and  by  some  members  of  the  church,  and 
by  Dr.  Boynton. 

The  minutes  were  then  read  and  approved. 

At  twelve  o'clock,  noon,  the  Council,  with  prayer,  singing,  and 
the  benediction,  was  dissolved. 

Joseph  P.  Thompson,  Moderator. 
John  C.  Holbkook,  Moderator,  pro  tern. 


Alonzo  H.  Quint,  Scribe. 
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